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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Horack Warson, barrister, late Solicitor to the 
Commissioners of Woods and Forests, has been ap- 
pointed Solicitor to the Post Office, in succession to the 
late Mr. W. H. Ashurst. 





THE SUDDEN suBSTITUTION of two judges for one judge, 
4s the tribunal for the trial of election petitions, does not 
appear to be achange which can stand the test of ex- 
perience. In the first place it is impossible to see how, 
in the case of the crop of petitions which follows a general 
¢lection, sufficient judges can be spared from the ordin- 
ary work of the courts. Journeymen judges will have to 
‘be hired, and the system will fall into discredit. In the 
‘next. place, in a considerable number of cases, all the 


consequence of the two judges differing in opinion, And 
again, the responsibility of decision will be divided. “ So 
far as I am concerned,” said Mr. Baron Bramwell, be- 
fore the Committee of 1875, “I like as little responsi- 
bility as possible, and shall be glad to have any number 
of judges to sit with me. But I think that a eourt 
consisting of two judges would be objectionable, I 
think it is better that the responsibility should rest on 
oue judge, and that appeals should be facilitated so as to 
make them less expensive.” There seems to be no 
answer to these objections to a scheme which is without 
precedent in our legal system. 





Lorp Justice BramwELt, in the course of a case at the 
Leeds Assizes, laid down the complete duty of the 
solicitor in regard to embarking his client in litigation. 
He said that “‘ the duty of a solicitor was something like 
that of a doctor—to keep one well if he could, not to 
make one ill and then cure one. Whichever party to 
this action won, the solicitor would perhaps say to his 
client, ‘ You see I pulled you through,’ and if he were 
the client he would say, ‘You oughtn’t to have let me 
get into it at first.’ It was manifest that a little good 
sense and good advice on the part of those who had 
advised the plaintiff in this case would have prevented 
the bringing of such a futile, fruitless, worthless 
action as that. Here they had had their time con- 
sumed about a case which was really of no moment. 
Perhaps he had no right to complain, neither perhaps 
had the jury, because they had the right to torture 
twelve of their fellow-citizens on some future occasion.” 
We do not think the learned Lord Justice, with all his 
shrewdness and knowledge of the world, has taken into 
account the wilfulness of the client. He assumes that 
the client is a reasonable, temperate man, amenable to 
wise counsel, and entirely obedient to the advice of his 
soliciter. How far this is from the fact any practitioner 
could tell his lordship. Perhaps half the contentious 
litigation of this country has other motives than a con- 
viction on the part of the litigant that he has a good 
case. Part is due to the expectation of being able to 
make terms, and the rest to personal feeling. The 
analogy of the doctor is obviously incorrect. No one 
wants to be ill; a great many people want to go to law, 
and will not be restrained from doing so. It cannot be 
doubted that the profession in general follow the advice 
of the learned Lord Justice, and honestly try to keep 
their clients out of futile litigation, for it cannot be to 
the ultimate interest of any practitioner to lead his client 
into the loss of money and vexation arising from a base- 
less action. One of the most successful practitioners we 
have ever known once told us that his habit was, 
before taking any steps in an action, to put to his client 
Lord North’s query—Cannot you let it alone? And, he 
added, “If I found that the client could not be persuaded 
to let it alone, I went at it hammer and tongs.” 





Surrosz Smith contracts with Brown that Brown shall 
teach Robinson (in whose welfare Smith takes an interest) 
a business ; and, in consideration of his so doing, promises 
to pay Brown so much a year for acertain time. Brown 
does not entirely fail to perform his contract, but very 
imperfectly teaches Robinson the business in question. 
Are Smith’s damages merely nominal, although Brown 
has been paid year by year the stipulated sum? Ac- 
cording to the decision in West v. Houghton (27 W. R. 
678, L. R. 4.0. P. D. 197) they are. In that case the 
facts were as follows:—A lease was made between the 
plaintiff and the defendant, by which the plaintiff granted 





expense and trouble of an inquiry will be thrown away in ' Appreciable damage was done to the crops of — 


exclusive rights of sporting over his estate to the defend- 
ant, who covenanted that he would during the term keep 
down and destroy the rabbits on the estate, so that no 
appreciable damage might be done to the crops thereon. 
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of the land by rabbits on the estate, but the plain- 
tiff never was under any liability to compensate 
the occupier for any such damage, and paid him 
no sum whatever in respect thereof. In an action for 
breach of covenant it was held that the plaintiff, having 
suffered no damage himself, and not being in the posi- 
tion of a trustee for the occupier, was entitled only to 
nominal damages. The ground of the judgment is that, 
the tenant having no right of recourse to the landlord 
for compensation, the landlord cannot be himself damni- 
fied; and, on the other hand, there being no relation of 
trustee and cestui que trust between the landlord and 
the tenant as to any damage that might be recovered, the 
landlord cannot be entitled to recover damages as trustee 
for the tenant. As Lord Coleridge, C.J., said, in giving 
judgment, if the landlord could recover substantial 
damages he might put them in his pocket, and there 
do not seem to be any means by which the tenant 
could recover them. The result of the decision is 
not satisfactory, and we confess we should like 
to see an escape from this conclusion. We are not 
much pressed with the difficulty that the party with 
whom the ccntract is made is not a trustee for the third 
person. This—which is, at first sight, a most telling ob- 
jection—seems to us, on a closer consideration of the 
matter, to lose a deal of its force. Itdoes not touch the 
justice of the case as between the contracting parties. 
It is nothing to the contractor what the party with 
whom le has made the contract may choose to do with 
the damages. Itis not conclusive that he may choose to 
put them in his pocket. The point is this: one party 
has received a consideration and has not performed that 
for which it was given; he ought in justice to pay 
dameges. The real difficulty, to our thinking, lies in the 
question of the measure of damages. [f that for which 
I have paid my money is not performed at all, any one 
would admit that, in reason and justice, I ought to have 
my money back. The estimate of the value of the per- 
formance of the thing to me is what I am willing to 
pay for it, though I should not have been a penny the 
better or worse for its performance. So far all seems 
clear ; but we admit that when it comes to partial failure 
to perform the contract, our view of the matter becomes, 
to some extent, clouded over with difficulty. You can no 
longer so easily make the money paid a test of what ought 
to be recovered. Again, as in the case under discussion, 
the consideration may not have been the payment of a 
sum of money. It was there a lease of sporting rights. 
It might, however, we think, be urged with some force 
that the difficulty of determining the amount to be paid 
ought not to necessitate the damages being nominal 
merely. The jury, in the case we have put of the contract 
between Smith and Brown, that Brown should teach 
Robinson a business, might, by some rough sort of rule-of- 
thumb, award restitution of part of the money Smith 
had received as damages for the imperfect performance 
by Brown of his contract. It would clearly, if the law 
admitted of it, be justice, that Brown, having only 
partially performed what he undertook to do, should 
pay back a portion of what he was paid for doing it. 
Again, in the case which suggested these remarks, we 
believe that the justice of the case is clearly that the 
defendant should pay the amount of damage done to 
the crops on the land. The true intention of the con- 
tract between the parties seems to us to be that, if the 
plaintiff would let the sporting rights, the defendant 
should keep down the rabbits, so that no appreciable 
damage should be done to the crops on the estate, or pay 
the amount of such damage if done. With what motive 
the plaintiff insisted on the covenant, or what he might 
do with the damages when recovered, seems to us, when 
the matter is completely thought out, to have nothing to 
do with the case. 





Some RATHER NOVEL views as to the direction which 
legislation on companies should take appear to have 











been expressed at a meeting of the National Coffee. 
Palace Company last week. Captain Crozier, the chair. 
man, is reported to have said that “surely a law might 
be made to prevent company-makers and company- 
breakers from working together. Why should not those 
who wished to promote companies be first examined be. 
fore a judge, and their antecedents properly inquired into, 
and why should it not be compulsory to pay into court 
so much money before a company was registered ?” We 
have no objection to raise to the latter suggestion, but 
we should like to know who is to be the advocatus 
diaboli in the judicial inquiries? Is a broken-down, 
shareholder to be kept as assessor to the learned judge, 
or are the antecedents of the promoter to be judged by 
a jury of bankrupt contributories ? 





Mr. Justice SterHEn, who sat as Vacation Judge on 
Wednesday, had a list of twenty-two matters, and he 
made seventeen orders, 








On Friday an inquest was held by Dr. Hardwicke on the: 
body of Mr. Henry Samuel Middleton, solicitor, who shot 
himself with a revolver at the Victoria Hotel, Euston 
terminus of the London and North-Western Railway, on 
Wednesday week. The jury returned a verdict of ‘‘ Suicide 
while of unsound mind.” 

One very hot day, says an American journal, a case wes 
being tried in a court in one of the Western States. The 
counsel for the plaintiff had been speaking at great length,. 
and, after referring to numerous authorities, was about to 
produce another imposing volume, when the judge inquired 
what was the amount in dispute. On being informed that it 
was two dollars, ‘“‘ Well,” said he, “ the weather is very hot, 
I am very old, and also feeble—I’ll pay the amount myself.” 


In the Aberdeen Small Debt-Court recently a case of » 
somewhat extraordinary nature was tried. A woman named 
Mrs. Elizabeth Jack or Gordon sued a man named James 
Ewing, executor of John M‘Dale, Glasgow, the deceased 
husband of the pursuer’s deceased sister, for £12, the price 
of a monument erected by John M‘Dale in Allenvale Cemetery, 
Aberdeen, over his deceased wife’s grave, and disposed of as an 
asset of dec2ased’s estate, but not included in any inventory 
of the deceased’s effects. ‘I'he pursuer’s agent stated that the 
defender Ewing, on the death of M‘Dale, had taken it upon 
him to sell the gravestone, and had it removed from the 
grave, and was now proceeding to sell the ground containing 
the two bodies of his deceased relatives. The defence was 
an averment of no jurisdiction to sue, and on the merits» 
denial of the debt, the defender’s sgent stating that on the 
death of M‘Dale, who had erected a somewhat extravagant 
monument over his wife’s remains, bis client had allowed the 
creditor who supplied the stone to take possession of it for 
his debt. Sheriff Comrie Thomson said the executor’s 
course was extraordinary, but it might be legal. It wonld 
probably be sufficient to bring an action for delivery against. 
the person who removed the stone. The case was adjourned 
for decision. 


A-plea of privilege was put forward in a case heard at the 
Brompton County Court, on Tuesday, before Mr, Serjeant 
Wheeler. Messrs. Barnes and Co., the plaintiffs, who are io 
bnsiness as coal merchants, obtained judgment against Lord 
de Lisle, who lives at 25, Swakeley-terrace, Shepherd’s-busb, 
for £2 88. for coals supplied, and the amount was now increased 
to over £3 by the proceedings already taken. The defendant 
did not appear, but in this as in a former summons before 
the court, pleaded his privilege as a peer as immunity from 
arrest, and declined in any way to take cognizance of the pro- 
ceedings. His Honour said that the fact of this privileg? 
being claimed was so mapridag to him that he had a difficulty 
in considering it possible that it should be advanced in 
answer to a just claim. He had, however, referred to % 
case which showed that the objection was well founded, and 
although he did not believe it was a correct view of the law, 
he considered himself bound by the decision given b 
Denman. He hoped that the decision to which he 
referred would some day or other be altered by the law of 
common sense, and regrotted that he bad no power to belp 
the plaintiff. 
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GOOD FAITH IN CONDITIONS OF SALE. 


Tue WsEKLY Reporter last week contained a report of 
the judgment in the case of In re Banister, Broad v. 
Munton, to which we have more than once called the at- 
tention of our readers. Next to the decision in Jn re 
Ford and Hill (27 W. R. 317), it is the most important 
conveyancing case of the year, and should be care- 
fully noted by every practitioner concerned in the sale 
of land. The decision is that where the vendor 
seeks to enforce specific performance, a purchaser is not 
bound by a condition which requires him to admit facts 
which the vendor knows to be untrue. This is, of 
course, only a development of the well-established rule 
that no statement must be made in conditions of sale 
by which a purchaser may be misled. He is likely to be 
misled by a condition which states that it shall be 
assumed that a particular person was seised in fee. He 
will not naturally understand that no evidence can 
exist of such seisin, because the person in fact never 
was seised, but only that the vendor will not be at the 
trouble of producing such evidence, or of answering any 
requisition on the subject. 

But the fact that the decision in this matter is 
in entire accordance with the rules laid down by 
the greatest judges of the Court of Chancery 
does not diminish its importance. The best proof 
of how far the profession and the courts had got 
off the track is afforded by what we must take the 
liberty of calling the niggling and unsatisfactory deci- 
sion of the Court of Appeal in the case of Best v. 
Hamand (27 W. R. 742). The court there held that a 
purchaser was bound by a condition that he should 
“assume and admit” that a company had done everything 
necessary to enable them to sell land as surplus land, 
though the vendor knew that the company had not done 
anything necessary for this purpose. ‘‘It is open,” 
said Lord Justice James, “ to a vendor to say, ‘ You know 
what surplus lands are, but Iam not going to have any 
question about these surplus lands raised, and, therefore, 
you must admit that if anything was necessary by the 
Act to be done by the company, everything has been 
done.’ Ifa purchaser does agree to admit and assume 
that everything has been done that ought to have been 
done, he must admit and assume, on all occasions and for 
all purposes, that everything was done by the company 
to enable them to convey and sell the land as surplus 
land; and if he does not now admit it he has broken his 
contract, and cannot say that it is the vendor that has 
broken the contract. Therefore, he is not entitled to 
damages, because he entered into the contract with his 
eyes open.” The learned Lord Justice appears to have 
overlooked the important distinction arising from the 
knowledge or ignorance of tke vendor. It is open to a 
vendor who knows nothing about the matter to make a 
condition which will lead the purchaser to conclude that 
he knows nothing about the matter. It is another 
question whether it is open to a vendor who knows all 
about the matter to lead the purchaser to conclude that 
he knows nothing about it. Whether in this particular 
case of Best v. Hamand the fact that the vendor was the 
contractor to the railway company, and, therefore, 
necessarily possessed of knowledge (if such fact was 
made known to the purchaser before the sale), might 
have been sufficient to rebut the purchaser's ordinary 
inference from the condition requiring him to assume 
certain facts, is a question which is not discussed in the 
judgments. It is to be observed, however, that in the 
case of Best v.. Hamand, the application was by a pur- 
chaser to have the purchase contract rescinded; not 
by a vendor for specific performance. As the Master of 
the Rolls said in the recent case (perhaps not entirely 
without reference to the decision given by his brethren 
of the Court of Appeal only a month before), ‘‘ the con- 
siderations which induce a court to rescind a contract, 
and the considerations which induce a court to decline 
to enforce specific performance of a contract, are by no 












means the same. It may well be that there is not 
sufficient to induce the court to rescind the contract, and 
still sufficient to prevent the court from enforcing it.” 

The importance of the case of In re Banister seems 
to us mainly to lie in the clear and unequivocal 
affirmance of the wholesome rule requiring the strictest 
good faith in the person who asks for specific perform- 
ance. Lord Justice James, in Best v. Hamand, read a 
condition requiring the purchaser to assume certain facts, 
and to require no evidence of such facts, as equivalent to 
a condition that the purchaser should take such title as 
the vendor had; and this he said was “the technical 
condition which enables a man to convey property to 
which he has a doubtful title.” It was in reality the 
technical condition coated with sugar or adminis- 
tered in a spoonful of jam. It may, perhaps, be 
(although we do not advise our readers to rely on 
the distinction) that such a condition as that in 
Best v. Hamand may be effectual against a purchaser 
coming to ask to have a contract rescinded ; it is, we 
think, clear that it will not avail a vendor seeking specific 
performance. The Master of the Rolls thus laid down 
the rule: “ The purchaser says, ‘I bought under con- 
ditions which were not truly framed, which contained 
representations, either expressed or implied, which are 
untrue, and were untrue to the knowledge of the vendor 
at the time those conditions were framed.’ Now, if they 
were untrue in fact, and the real facts were known to the 
vendor, then they are untrue to the knowledge of the 
vendor, however innocent he may be of intentional mis- 
representation; and therefore if it is shown that the 
material statements made, either expressly or impliedly, 
were untrue, I think the purchaser cannot be held to be 
bound by the condition—i.e., bound to the extent of 
being compelled to take the title.” The result of this 
language, we think, is that for the future, only two 
courses are open to a vendor who wishes to sell a defec- 
tive title. He must either stipulate expressly that the 
purchaser shall take such title as the vendor has, or 
he must plainly reveal the defects, and stipulate that no 
objection shall be raised in respect of them. 








EFFECT OF THE LUNACY OF A PRINCIPAL. 
IIL. 


We alluded last week to the absence of authority, before 
the recent case of Drew v. Nunn, on the question 
whether the lunacy of a principal operates as a revoca- 
tion of the authority of his agent. So far as we can 
discover, there is really no English decision on the sub- 
ject, but it may be worth while to mention that the 
question was raised in a case of Duke of Beaufort v. 
Glynn (3 W. R. 463), where a demurrer to a bill for 
specific performance of an agreement to buy land—on the 
ground that the present mental incapacity of a necessary 
party to the conveyance to join therein or to concur in 
a parol variation of the original written contract, ap- 
peared on the face of the bill—was overruled. The 
question whether the insanity of the principal operated 
as a revocation of a power of attorney, Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart thought was prematurely raised and need not 
then be argued. On appeal (3 W. R. 502) Lord Justice 
Knight Bruce (no doubt with glass in eye) made some 
pungent remarks upon ‘“‘ this desperate and unexampled 
demurrer,” but did not refer to the question as to the 
revocation of the power of attorney. The recent case of 
Drew y. Nunn can hardly be said to settle the general 
question of the effect of the lunacy of the principal 
upon the authority of the agent. Although Lord Justice 


‘Bramwell seems to have given a general assent to Lord 


Justice Brett's judgment, in which the principle we 
noticed last week was laid down, he qualified it as 
follows :—‘' My brother Brett assumed that the defend. 
ant was in such a state of insanity that it would be of 
itself a revocation of authority, I do not know that. 
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I, for my part, am not prepared to say that every 
insanity is a revocation of authority or prevents a person 
from contracting. I should require something approach- 
ing dementia before I said that.” And the learned 
judge rested his judgment upon the question of the 
effect of the representation made by the principal when 
he was sane. Lord Justice Cotton declined to express 
any opinion upon the general question. : 

The main interest of the decision in Drew v. Nunn 
appears to lie rather in the consequences which may flow 
from it than in the decision itself. If it is held that a 
principal, who, after holding out an agent as having 
authority to contract on his behalf, becomes lunatic, is 
bound by contracts made by the agent with persons 
not having notice of the principal’s lunacy, it seems 
difficult to avoid the conclusion that the same rule should 
be applied to the case of the death of a principal after 
making the like representation. Indeed, Lord Justice 
Brett, in the recent case, avowed his readiness to adopt 
this view. ‘‘A difficulty,” he said, ‘‘no doubt arises in 
such cases, and one ought to have a principle to give to 
all the cases, and for my part, though it is not necessary 
to decide the question, I should think that the same rule 
would apply in cases of death as does in cases of lunacy, 
and if the representation were made by the principal 
whilst alive, and a third person after his death acted on 
the faith of that representation after the death of the 
principal and without knowledge of it, the executors 
would be bound by the representation and the estate 
would suffer, and not the person who trusted the 
representation.” There is certainly need of some 
clear and simple rule applicable to the case of the 
death of the principal. Before the Judicature Act the 
rule was that at law the death of the principal instantly 
revoked even a power of attorney coupled with an 
interest, and that an act afterwards bond fide done 
under the power by the agent, before notice of the death 
of the principal, was anullity. The main authority for 
this rule was, of course, Watson v. King (4 Camp. 272), 
in which case Lord Ellenborough said that “a power 
coupled with an interest cannot be revoked by the per- 
son granting it; but it is necessarily revoked by his 
death, for how can a valid act be done in the name of 
a dead man?” In equity, however, a power coupled 
with an interest was not revocable by the death of the 
principal (see Lepard v. Vernon, 2 V. & B. 57), and we 
presume that, by virtue of section 25, sub-section 11, of 
the Judicature Act, this is now the rule in all the courts. 
The principle suggested by Lord Justice Brett would be 
very convenient, but the change ought, we think, to be 
the subject of legislation. With the precedent of the 
section of Lord St. Leonards’ Act, relating to payments 
by trustees under powers of attorney, before the drafte- 
man, there need not be much difficulty in framing an 
enactment which would place the law on this subject on 

a satisfactory basis, 





On Monday a steamship collision case was tried at the 
Liverpool Assizes before Mr. Justice Lush with assessors. 
This is stated to have been the first instance on the Northern 
Circuit of a collision case being tried at the assizes before a 
judge and assessors, under ord. 36, r. 2, of the Judicature 
Act. The practice of the Admiralty Court was followed with 
regard to the order of counsels’ speeches. 


In the House of Commons on Monday, Sir D, Wedderburn 
asked whether, after the Ist of January, 1880, when the 
Prosecution of Offences Act would come into operation, tho 
Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General would be entitled 
to undertake the defence of persons prosecuted under the 
Act in question, which provided that regulations for carrying 
it into effect might from time to time be made, rescinded, and 
varied by the Attorney-General. The Attorney-General 
said the Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General 
occasionally defend accused persons, but before they are 
entitled to do so a licence from the Crown has to be obtained, 
and if their services are needed for the prosecution such 
licence is not granted. I donot think the Act referred to 


will affect the privileges of the law officers, ] 


—= 


Cases of the Weck. 


CHARTER-PARTY—COoNSTRUCTION—END OF VoraGE—Iy- 
BILITY of CHARTERER—DELAY IN UNLOADING—DaMAGEs,— 
In a Case of Nelson v. Dahl, before the Court of Appeal on 
the Sth inst., a question arose as to the construction of g 
charter-party, and the liability of the charterer for da 
on account of delay in the unloading of the ship. The 
charter-party provided that a steam-vessel, belonging to 
the plaintiffs, should go to a port in Sweden, and there 
take on board a cargo of deals for the defendants, and 
‘¢ proceed to London, Surrey Commercial Docks, or so near 
thereunto as she may safely get and lie always afloat, and 
deliver the same on being paid freight” at the rate speci- 
fied, “ the cargo to be received at port of discharge as fast 
as steamer can deliver,” Sundays and legal holidays ex. 
cepted. The Scrrey Commercial Docks are private docks. 
Before the arrival of the vessel, the defendants had 
endeavoured to obtain an unloading berth in the docks for 
her, but were unable to do so, and for that reason when she 
arrived at the entrance to the docks the officer of the dock 
company refused to admit her. It appeared that she 
would not have been admitted for several months. She 
anchored in the river near the dock gates, and ultimately 
discharged her cargo into lighters. The shipowners 
brought the action, claiming damages from the charterers 
in respect of the delay and additional expense thus caused, 
Jessel, M.R., held that the defendants were not liable, and 
dismissed the action. The Court of Appeal reversed his 
decision, holding that the defendants were liable. Brett, 
L.J., said that the general proposition of law was this, 
that, upon a charter-party in the ordinary form, the ship- 
owner’s right to place his ship at the disposition of the 
charterer, so as to initiate the liability of the charterer to 
do his part of either loading or discharging the ship, did 
not commence until the ship was at—that is, in—the place 
named as that whence the carrying voyage was to begin, 

or where the carrying voyage was to end. Unless, there- 
fore, the plaintiffs could maintain that they had a right to 
call on the defendants to take delivery of the cargo, not in 
the Surrey Commercial Docks, but at a place so near taere- 
unto as the ship could safely get, they could not maintain 
an action for the demurrage or damages which they 
claimed. His lordship was of opinion that it was not neces- 
sary that the obstacle to the delivery at the place pri- 
marily named for delivery should be a physical one. He 
thongbt that the sensible implication was, not, if the ship 
cannot get with satety to the place primarily named, but, if 
the ship cannot get to the place primarily named. There was 
as much reason why the delivery and acceptance of the cargo 
should be at the substituted place in the latter case as 
in the former. The reasonable construction was this: 
the lay days did not begin to run until the 
shipowner had brought his ship to the primary 
destination named in the charter-party, so a8 to be 
ready, so far as the ship was concerned, to receive or deliver 
there, unless he was prevented from getting his ship to that 
destination by some obstruction or disability of such a 
character that it could not be overcome by the shipowner by 
any reasonable means within such a time as, having regard to 
the object of the adventure of both the shipowner and the 
charterer, would, as a matter of business, be reasonable, If 
there was such an obstruction or disability, then the lay days 
began when the shipowner had brought his ship to a place so 
near to the primary place of destination as she could be 
brought with safety to herself and cargo, and so as to be 
ready, as far as she was concerned, to deliver there. The 
obstacle in the present case was of this nature, and it was, 
in a business or practical sense of the word, “ permanent, 

that is, one which could not, having regard to the objects of 
the adventure of both charterer and shipowner, have been 
overcome within a reasonable time, Cotton, L.J., said that 
no doubt the alternative place of discharge was intended to 
provide for the accident of the vessel being unable to go to 
the primary place in consequence of some permanent obstruc- 
tion endangering her safety; but there was neither principle 
nor authele for holding that danger to the ship was the only 
event for which the alternative provided. The only question 
was whether the obstruction was to be considered a perma- 
nent or a temporary one. His lordship was of opinion that 





an obstruction must be considered as a permanent one when 
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jt could not be removed within a reasonable time, having 

to the interests of the shipowner and of the consignee. 
And the obstruction in the present case was of that nature, 
pecause the dock company would not admit the ship unless 
an unloading berth could be provided for her, and that could 
not have been provided for some months. The shipowners 
were therefore entitled to say that, when the ship was 
moored in the river and ready to discharge her cargo, she had 
arrived at the alternative place of discharge, and to require 
the defendants to accept delivery of the cargo there. 





Proor In BANKRUPTCY—PArRTNERBS—JOINT AND SEPAR- 

ave EstatE—JoinT AND SEVERAL LIABILITY—GUARANTEE 
—ConstrucTion.—In a case of Ex parte Harding, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 8th inst., a question aroge as 
to the admission of a proof against the separate estate of a 
partner. A firm of Smith, Fleming, & Co, trading in 
‘London, consisted of three partners—Fleming, M’Il wraith, 

and Nicol, There was another firm of Nicol & Co., trading 
in Bombay, which consisted of five partners—Fleming, 

M’llwraith, Nicol, and two others. In September, 1872, 

‘Nicol & Co. applied by letter to a Scotch bank, asking the 
‘bank to grant them a circular credit for £300,000, in re- 
spect of which they should draw kilis of exchange upon 
‘the bank, and, as security for the credit, Nicol & Co. agreed 
to deliver to the bank ‘‘the personal obligation of this 
firm and individual partners, and a guarantee of Smith, 
Fleming, & Co., for the amount of the credit.” The bank 

agreed to grant the credit, and Nicol & Co. availed them- 

selves of it, In February, 1874, a letter was addressed to 
the bank, signed by Smith, Fleming, & Co., and also by 
Pleming, M'Ilwraith, and Nicol, as follows :—‘* We hereby 
guarantee you payment of all sums which are, or may 
at any time become, due to you by Nicol & Co. under the 
circular credit for £300,000 applied for by them in Sep- 
‘tember, 1872, and granted by you, and that to the extent 
ofthe said sum and interest from the date of advance.”’ 
This letter, and the signature of the firm to it, were written 
‘by Fleming. In October, 1878, both the firms stopped 
payment, and the partners in Smith, Fleming, & Co. filed 
@ liquidation petition, More than £300,000 was then due 
from Nicol & Co. to the bank under the credit. The question 
‘arose whether the bank were, by virtue of the letter of 
February, 1874, or the previous transactions, entitled to 
prove forthe £300,000 against the separate estate of Fleming. 
It was urged that the letter of February, 1874, being in its 
terms only joint, could not be construed to create a several 
liability on the part of each member of the firm of Smith, 
Fleming, & Oo., in addition to their joint liability as 
members of the firm, unless it was impossible in any other 
way to explain the addition of the signatures of the indi- 
‘vidual partners to that of the firm. And it was suggested 
that the explanation of that addition was this: that the 
signing of a guarantee in the name of a firm is not within 
the ordinary anthority of a partner, and that the names of 
the individual partners were added in order to show that 
they had authorized the giving of the firm’s gaarantee. 
And it was farther urged that, even though Nicol & Co. 
might have agreed to procure for the bank the individual 
liability of each of the partners in Smith, Fleming, & Co., 
yet, for the purpose of proof, the court could only look at 
what had been actually done. It was also contended that, 
‘df the signatures of the three partners were affixed to the 
letter of February, 1874, in pursuance of the agreement 
contained in the letter of September, 1872, as sureties for 
Niool & Co., those three partners could only have intended 
to be bound in case all the five partners in Nicol & Co, 
signed the letter. The court (James, Brett, and Cotton, 
L.JJ.) held that the proof must be admitted against the 
Separate estate. James, L.J., said that, if the letter of 
February, 1874, had been signed by four individuals, no 
doubt its prima facie meaving would have been a joint 
contract. But here the letter was signed by a firm, and 
algo by the three individuals who composed that firm, and 
it would be utterly impossible to give a reasonable 


business meaning to it as creating a joint liability. 


of the firm and the three persons. There was no joint 
estate out of which such a joint liability could be satisfied, 
No man of common sense could have given or received such 
@ document except as creating a joint liability of the firm 
and a separate liability of each of the partners, distinct from 


and in addition to his liability as a member of the firm, 
The answer to the argument that the three partners who 
signed were not bound, because all the five partners in Nicol 
& Co. did not sign the letter of February, 1874, was that 
such an equity to be relieved from a prima facie obligation 
must be alleged and proved, and Fleming had not alleged or 

proved anything of the kind. Brett, L.J., said that, on the 
advance being made by the bank to Nicol & Co., the firm 

became liable to the bank, and every member of it also be- 
came liable to the full extent of his property. But there 

might have been a difficulty in suing them separately, and 
there was the further difficulty in the event of their bank- 

ruptcy which arose out of the rule in bankruptcy as to the 

administration of joint and separate estates. Those diffi- 

culties might well have been present to the minds of both 

parties to the transaction of September, 1872, and, this being 

so, the reasonable interpretation of the expression in the 

letter of September, 1872, the “personal obligation of in- 
dividual partners,” was that the bank should be able to sue the 
individual members of the firm, and also that, in the event 
of their bankruptcy, the separate estate of each partner 
should be liable. ‘This was not, strictly speaking, a guaran- 
tee ; it was a primary obligation, and all that was necessary 
to complete it was that each partner should express his 
assent to it. The Statute of Frauds did not apply, and it 
was not necessary that the assent should be given in writing. 
The argument as to the letter of February, 1874, must be 
carried to this extent—that the signatures of the individual 
partners were no evidence of their assent to the previous 
agreement between Nicol & Co. and the bank. The letter 
of February, 1874, was a guarantee by Smith, Fleming, & 
Co., but, iv his lordship’s opinion, the signatures of the 
three partners were affixed, not as members of Smith, Flem- 
ing, & Co., but as members of Nicol & Co., and that was the 
intention. The doctrine that the three who signed did not 
agree to be liable unless all the five signed, had no applica- 
tion. The intention was that the bank should have the 
individual liability of as many of the partners in Nicol & 
Co. as they could get. The signature of Fleming was 
evidence of his assent to the original agreement, and was an 
acceptance by him of a separate liability. Cotton, L.J., said 
that, Smith, Fleming, & Co, being only a firm, not a corpor- 
ation, the name of Smith, Fleming, & Co. affixed to the 
letter of February, 1874, was simply a short name for 
Fleming, M’Ilwraith, and Nicol, carrying on business in 
partnership together at a certain place. The argument in 
support of the rejection of the proof amounted to this : that 
the sigaatures of the three individual partners must be 
rejected altogether, even though the result would be to make 
the letter only the guarantee of the firm. That would not 
be a reasonable construction. The only reasonable constrac- 
tion was this: that it gave the bank the joint guarantee of the 
three, by the name of Smith, Fleming, & Co., and also the 
several guarantee of each of the three partners. 





UNDISCHARGED BANKRUPT—SUBSEQUENT TRADING WITH 
Assent oF TrustsE—SEconD ApsoupicaTION oF Bank- 
RUPTCY—VaLipity.—In a case of Ex parte Watson, before 
the Court of Appeal, on the 7th inst., a question waa raised 
as to the validity of a second adjudication of bankruptcy 
made against a person who had not obtained an order of 
discharge under a former bankreptcy, which was still un- 
closed. The bankrupt had, after his first adjudication, 
traded again with the knowledge and assent of his trustee 
and some of his principal creditors, and had contracted 
fresh debts. The second adjadication was'made upon the 
petition of one of the new creditors, the act of bankraptoy 
being the filing of a liquidation petition by the bankrapt. 
An appeal was brought from the order of adjudication by 
one of the old creditors and three of the new ones, w 
alleged that they were persons aggrieved by the making 
of the adjudication. Two of the new creditors had re- 
covered judgment and levied execution on the goods of the 
bankrupt. It was said that the old creditors were aggrieved 
because the property of the bankrapt acquired since the 
first adjudication was legally vested in the first trustee, 
and the appointment of a trustee in the second bankraptoy 
would primd facie vest the property in him. The creditors 
who had levied execution were aggrieved, because the ad- 
jadication would prevent them from enforcing their exeou- 
tions, and the third new oreditor was aggrieved because 
the adjudication would prevent him from enforcing any of 
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his legal rights against the bankrupt’s property. And 
ns ae placed on Ex parte Sydney (23 W. B. 205, 
L. R. 10 Ch. 208), in which it was held that, when the 
creditors of a debtor had to a composition, which 
had not been carried out, but was capable of being enforced 
against him, he could not present a second liquidation 
petition. There James, L.J., said—“ The same principle 
applies equally to cases of bankruptcy, liquidation, and 
composition, Any interference with pending proceedings 
in either case can only take place with the assistance ‘of 
the court. Whether a debtor has become bankrupt, or a 
liquidating or compounding debtor, he is not in a position 
to call a meeting in the same way as if he was a person 
calling his creditors together for the first time. When he 
has once placed himself in the position of a bankrupt, or 
@ liquidating or compounding debtor, until the proceedings 
in bankruptcy, liquidation, or composition so begun are at 
an end, he is not a free man capable of entering into any 
arrangement whereby the rights of persons under the 
existing bankruptcy, liquidation, or composition may be 
interfered with.” The court (James, Brett, and Cotton, 
L.JJ.) said that Ex parte Sydney had no application. It 
merely decided that a man who was not sui juris could not 
take fresh proceedings for an arrangement with his credi- 
tors; it did not decide that fresh proceedings in bank- 
ruptcy could not be taken against him. Thecase of Morgan 
v. Knight (12 W. R. 428, 15 C. B.N. S. 669) was a distinct 
authcrity that the second adjadication was a valid one. 


Action 1n Cuancery Division—ReseEctTion oF EvIDENCE 
—Morion For New Tr1at—Orp. 39, x. 1a—Lorp Cairns’ 
Act (21 & 22 Vicr. c. 27), s. 3.—In a case of Dollman vy. 
Jones, before the Court of Appeal on the 7th inst., a motion 
was made for a new trial of an action tried in the Chancery 
Division before Fry, J., without a jury, on the ground that 
the evidence of certain witnesses bad been improperly 
rejected by the judge. The notice of motion asked also that 
the judgment which had been entered for the defendants 
might be set aside. The case was tried before Fry, J., on 
the 30th and 31st of July. No definite issues of fact were 
settled at the commencement of the trial, but the action was 
tried in the ordinary way in the Chancery Division, one 
judgment being given on the law and the facts, except that 
the witnesses in question were tendered in the course of the 
proceedings, and the judge then refused to admit their evi- 
dence. The argument of counsel then proceeded on the 
whole case, and judgment wes afterwards given. When the 
motion was opened before the Court of Appeal the prelimin- 
ary objection was taken tbat, there having been no 
issues of fact settled, and no separate verdict, there could 
be no motion for a new trial, but that the proper course 
wes to appeal from the whole judgment in the ordinary 
way. In answer to this objection it was admitted that rule 
la of order 39 does not apply to an action in the Chancery 
Division, but it was contended that therefore the old 
practice of the Court of Chancery applied, and it was said 
that under Lord Cairns’ Act such a motion could have been 
made. And it was urged that, if the order excluding the 
evidence remained, no application could be made to take the 
evidence de bene esse, and the witnesses might die before the 
appeal from the judgment could be heard. ‘lhe court 
(James, Brett, and Cotton, nape said that the objection 
must prevail. The point was really settled by the decisions 
in Krehl v. Burrell (27 W. R. 234, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 420, 
ante, p. 142); and Lowe vy. Lowe (27 W. R. 309, L. R. 10 
Ch. D. 432, ante, p. 277). Such a motion could not bave 
been made under the old practice of the Court of Chancery 
in such @ cage as the present, and that practice still remained. 
On the appeal from the judgment, every point, including the 
rejection of the evidence, would be open, and the refusal of 
this motion could not prejudice the admission of the 
evidence on the hearing of the appeal. 


ae 


BRattway ComPany—SHAnKes NOT FULLY PAID vup—TRANS- 
FER TO PERSON OF NO MEANS—MANDAMUS TO COMPEL REGIS~ 
TRATION— Compamies CLAUSES Act, 1845, #.14.—In @ case 
of Reynolds v. Cleveland Extension Mineral Railway Company, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 7th inst., @ question 
arose whether the directors of # railway company incor. 


——=5 
A motion was made for a mandamus to compel the com. 
pany to register a transfer of 1,000 shares to a person 
admittedly of no means, and to whom a small sum had been 
paid as the consideration for undertaking the liability op 
the shares, a large amount remaining to be called up, 
The plaintiff was the transferee, and his transferor had 
duly paid up all calls made prior to the transfer. By the 
14th section of the Companies Clauses Act it is provided 
that, “ with respect to the transfer or transmission of shares, 
and subject to the regulations herein or in the special Apt 
contained, every shareholder may sell and transfer all or 
avy of his shares in the undertaking, or all or any part of 
his interest in the capital stock of the company, in case 
such shares shall, under the provisions hereinafter contained, 
be consolidated into capital stock, and every such transfer 
shall be by deed, duly stamped, in which the consideration 
shall be truly stated, and such deed may be according to 
the form in the schedule (B) to this Act annexed, or to the 
like effect.” The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that, by 
the terms of the section, the right ofa shareholder to trans- 
fer his shares was quite absolute, subject only to this, that 
he must have paid up all calls on the shares made prior to. 
the transfer. There was nothing in the section to prevent 
a transfer to a pauper, and where the transfer, a8 here, was 
out and out, there could be no possible objection to the 
transferee. The sum paid to the latter showed to his 
mind the bona fides of the affair; the intention evidently 
was to escape a liability. He should direct the mandamus. 
to issue, and he must order the company to pay the costeof 
the motion. 





Company — Winpine up — JurtsDicTION — ENrorciac 
CoMPROMISE WITH STRANGER—J UDICATURE ACT, 1873, s. 24, 
SUB-SECTION 7.—In a case of In re Gaudet Freres, before 
Fry, J., on the 5th inst., a question arose as to the jurisdiction 
of the court ina winding up. In November, 1876, an order 
was made to wind up the company. The company had issued 
fifty mortgage debentures for £500 each to a person named 
Leslie, In April, 1877, be took out a summons in the wind- 
ing up, asking for a declaration that the undertaking and 
business of the company, and all the property, real and 
personal, of the company at the commencement of the 
winding up, were subject to the charge created by the deben- 
tures, and ought to be applied in the first instance in 
satisfying what was due to the applicant under his deben- 
tures, in priority to the unsecured creditors of the company, 
and that the liquidator might be ordered to do and concur 
in all acts necessary to give the applicant possession of 
certain specified property of the company, in part satisfac- 
tion of the balance due to him, This summoas was heard 
by the chief clerk of Malins, V.C., on the l0th of January, 
1878. The chief clerk held that the issue of the debentures 
was ultra vires, and ordered the summons to be dismissed 
with costs, unless Leslie should, before the 19th of January, 
require to have the summons adjourned for hearing before 
the Vice-Chancellor himself. On the 17th of January, Leslie 
gave notice that he desired to have the adjournment, and 
the summons was accordingly set down for hearing by the 
Vice-Chancellor on the 31st of January. Meanwhile, negotia- 
tions for a compromise had been opened between Leslie and 
the liquidator, and, when the summons came on for hear- 
ing on the 3lst of January, it was ordered to stand over 
generally, to be restored to the Vice-Chancellor’s list on 
application. The negotiations resulted in an agreement 
on the 18th of February, 1878 (afterwards duly approved by 
the creditors and sanctioned by the Vice-Chancellor), that 
the liquidators should sell all the assets of the company to 
Leslie, in consideration of his paying the creditors sixpence in 
the pound, in discharge of their debts, and also paying all the 
costs and expenses of the liquidation. The assets were 
accordingly banded over to him, and he paid the sixpence 
in the pound to the creditors, and a part of the costs of the 
liquidation, As he failed to pay the remainder of the costs, 
the liquidator took # summons in the winding up, asking 
that he might be ordered to pay the remainder of the costs. 
On the hearing of the summons it was objected that the 
court had no jurisdiction over Leslie in the winding-up- 
It was said that, if Lealie had originally submitted to the 
jurisdiction, the agreement for compromise had concluded. 





to refuse to register s transfer of shares in the company. | 





the matter, and the original summons was no longer 
pending. And reliance was placed on Gilbert v. Endean 
(27 W. R. 252, L, R. 9 Ch. D. 259), as showing that *%e 
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court had no jurisdiction. Fry J., however, held that, by 
-yirtue of the order that Leslie’s original summons should 
stand over, that summons was still a pending matter, and his 

iginal submission to the jurisdiction had not been revoked. 
Consequently there was jurisdiction under sub-section 7 of 
section 24 of the Judicature Act of 1873 to make the order 


asked for. 





CASES BEFORE THE VACATION JUDGE. 


TRADE-MARK—MOTION To RestRaAtn SENDING oF LETTERS 
“po PLaintiFFs’ CoNsIGNEES IN AMERICA.—In a case of Benbow 
y. Low, before Stephen, J., Vacation Judge, on the 13th inst., 
a motion was made by the alleged proprietors of certain 
labels to restrain the defendants from sending certain 
lawyer's letters to consignees of the plaintiffs in America, so 
as to interfere with the carrying on of their business. The 
defendants, it appeared, claimed to be entitled to restrain 
the plaintiffs using their label, as having passed to them on a 
dissolution of a previous partnership between them, and had 
commenced proceedings in America to stop the plaintiffs’ 
agents from using their labels, and had obtained there an 
interim injunction. The plaintiffs had now commenced this 
-action for a declaration they were entitled to the sole use of 
the labels, and to restrain the defendants from using theirs, 
which were almost identical. Reliance was placed for the 
-defendants upon a case of Thorley v. Massam, before Malins, 
\V.C. (L. R. 6 Ch. D. 582), as deciding that such an order 
would not be made on an interlocutory application. 
Stephen, J., was of opinion that the motion must be dis- 
‘missed, with costs. ‘Che defendants had taken proceedings 
to protect their property in America, and all that they had 
done was to write certain lawyer's letters in connection with 
these legal proceedings in America. He did not consider 
such an injury was caused to the plaintiffs as to call for the 
present interference of the court. 





APPROPRIATION oF Trust Mongys—ConTEmPt—APPLI- 
CATION FOR DISCHARGE FROM PrIsON—PREPARATION OF 
Derence To CRIMINAL CHARGE.—In a matter of Re Fulla- 
gar, also before the Vacation Judge, on the 13th inst.,a 
motion was made to discharge a solicitor from custody, who 
had been committed by the Master of the Rolls for dis- 
obedience to an order directing him to pay certain trust- 
age ig into court, on the ground that he would not otherwise 
be able to prepare his defence to a criminal prosecution for 
abstracting the same amount. Stephen, J., was of opinion 
that no ground for releasing him had been shown. He 
said that where a man abstracted trust funds, it was perfectly 
wight he should go to prison, and for his part he should do 
nothing towards aiding him to get out. 





A remarkable block of business at the Trade-mark 
Registry- office, Manchester, was revealed in a case brought 
before Vice-Chancellor Little, in the Chancery Court for 
Lancashire, sitting in Liverpool, on Saturday. The case 
was that of Hazzopulo v. Kaufmann. Mr. Thompson 
applied for an injunction to restrain the defendant, a mer- 
chant of Manchester, from using a certain trade-mark 
claimed to be the property of the plaintiffs. In June, 
1878, the plaintiffs applied at the Trade-mark Registry- 
office in Manchester to register two marks; but in conse- 
quence of the great block existing in the office, there being 
some 44,000 applications undisposed of, they had been un- 
‘able to get acertificate of registration. Mr. Thompson con- 
tended that he would be entitled to prove his case on a 
certificate of registration, or on a certificate of refusal to 

ister. Neither of these documents had his clients been 
able to obtain for the reason that the authorities at the 
registry-office had not yet been able to deal with the ap- 
plication of his clients. Mr. Hall, for the defendant, 
asked for the dismissal of the application on the ground 
that the plaintiffa had no right of action. The Vice- 
Chancellor refused the application, stating that he did so 
because the plaintiffs were not in a position to produce 
either a certificate of registry or a certificate of refusal to 
register. He was also of opinion that the suit was pro- 
perly instituted, and could be maintained if at the hearing 
the plaintiffs could produce either of the documents re- 


Sucieties. 


THE ASSOCIATION FOR THE REFORM AND 
CODIFICATION OF THE LAW OF NATIONS. 


The Seventh Annual Conference of the Association for the 
Reform and Codification of the Law of Nations was opened 
on Monday in the Council] Chamber of the Guildhall. The 
Lord Mayor presided, and amongst the members present 
were Professor Leoni Levi, Mr. OC. H. E. Carmichael, Mr. 
J. G, Alexander, Dr. Lewis, of Berlin; Mr. Lewis Olrich, 
Mr. H. D. Jencken, Professor Thol (Gottingen), Mr. Richard 
Lowndes, Mr. E. van Peborgh (Antwerp), Syndicus Dr. 
Marcus (Bremen), M. Guillon (Cape Finisterre), Herr Jacob- 
sen (Copenhagen), Mr. Reinhold (Calcutta), Mr. E. E. 
Wendt, D.C.L., Sir Travers Twiss, Mr. Cornelius Walford, 
F.1.A., Sir Sherston Baker, Bart., Dr. Tomkins, Mr. F. J. 
Piggott, M. Clunet, Hon. A. M‘Kenzie, C. H. Meldon, M.P., 
Mr. J. Chatterton, Mr. Alderman Hadley, Hon. Mr. Scott, 
Mr. Manley Hopkins, Dr. Thompson, Mr. Richard, M.P., 
Mr. 8. Smith (Liverpool Chamber of Commerce), the Siamese 
envoy (Rhya Bhasukerdwongse), with Prince Prisdang 
Choomsai (interpreter), Chaman Sarabhaiy (secretary), and 
Nai Tari Surawongse (attaché); Marquis Tséog (Chinese 
Minister), Fang Yee(interpreter) ; M. Boucher-Cadarl (Paris) ; 
Professors Arntz and Revier (Brussels) ; the Chevalier O. J., 
Richter (Sweden) ; Dr. Rahusea (Amsterdam) ; Mr. E. Pears 


&e. 

The Lorp Mayor, speaking on his own behalf, for the 
reception committee, and for the Corporation, welcomed 
the delegates and more especially the foreign members to 
London, and, after pointing out some of the advantages 
which must certainly attend such gatherings, expressed a 
hope that the deliberations of the conference might further 
the objects the association had at heart. : 

Sir R. J. Purtimorsg, the president of the congress, de- 
livered the inaugural address. The association, he said, 
whose members he had the honour to address, had 
for its object, by the free interchange of opinions, to 
improve and strengthen the principles of international 
jurisprudence, in the application of those principles both 
to the mutual intercourse of States in their aggregate 
capacity, and to the case of persons resident or domi- 
ciled in foreign countries. In other words, their en- 
deavour was to place upon a true basis the principles of 
public and private international law, and in some degree 
also of public national law. There always had been, and 
always would be, a class of persons who derided the very 
notion of international law, who delighted in scoffing at 
the jurisprudence which supported it, and who held in 
supreme contempt the position that a moral principle lay at 
its root. The necessity of justice to the existence of 
society was not denied, but it was not more obvious than 
the necessity of justice to the intercourse of States—the 
society of societies. There never was an epoch in which 
the life of States and of the individuals who composed 
them was so incapable of isolation as the present, and so 
necessarily brought into mutual communication and contact. 
The powers of locomotion and transport were so marvel- 
lously increased and increasing that exclusive insularity, 
with the maxims of public national law appertaining to it, 
had become impossible. The agencies of steam and 
telegraphy were binding together the extremest parts 
of the globe, and not the least important consequence of 
the new order of things was to render the better culture 
of this branch of jurisprudence a paramount necessity. 
It was no longer competent to any State to refuse to take 
cognizance of foreign laws and foreign administration of 
justice. The life of civilized man seemed to be necessarily 
brought into contact with the law of various countries; 
and it was hardly too much to say that he had a right to 
know by which of these laws his person, his acts, and the 
facts which affected his jural position were to be deter- 
mined. No State could confine the liberties of its subjects 
within territorial limits, They became sojourners or 
domiciled in another territory, they entered into engage- 
ments and obligations which were contracted in one 
country, relaxed in another, and exeonted or extingui 

in a third. Now, it clearly concerned the general interest 
of humanity and the administration of justice that so far 
as possible the rights acquired by individuals should be 





ferred to. 


governed by the same principles in different States. There 
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should be a harmony and not a conflict of laws. Private, no 
less than public, international law required for its develop- 
ment the existence of independent States, and the acquired 
rights of the individual ought not to be subject to alteration 
change because judiciary action might be invoked for 
their protection in this or that State. All sovereign autho- 
rity was founded upon two principles, those of territory 
and nationality. It was according as the jural relation of 
a particular right appertained to territory or nationality that 
the Jaw to which that right was subject should be ascer- 
tained. This doctrine would not weaken the jurisdiction of 
independent States or require them to part with a jot of their 
authority ; it fully recognized their competence to make and 
enforce the law within their own realms, but it called upon 
them to take an enlightened and broad view of their duties 
as members of the great commonwealth of States. The great 
cause of social order was to be upholden by them, and 
while they instituted different laws, they ought to respect 
in their own territory rights acquired in a foreign State, 
and for this purpose to seek out and adopt as their own 
the law which would naturally govern the jural relation 
in question. The highest duty of the State was to make 
natural right triumphant. At the same time it appeared 
necessary to bear in mind the distinction between 
concessions of international comity and the obligations 
of international law. A code of international law, if it 
was ever to be effected, must be, “ not the hasty product 
of a day, but the well-ripened fruit of wise delay,” the 
result of a concurrence of the free will of independent 
States, and not the creation of despotic order or separate 
legislation. It must, in fact, be the consequence of diplo- 
matic negotiation and treaty. The various subjects chosen 
for discussion during the sitting of the conference appeared 
to be very interesting, but he much desiderated one that 
did not appear in the catalogue, namely, the law as to mar- 
riage considered from an international point of view. 
The institution of marriage was, even more than that of 
Property, the foundation upon which the fabric of social 
order in every civilized country was built. The ruling 
policy of all wise law-givers and statesmen had been to 
strengthen and protect this institution. It had been uni- 
versally recognized before the introduction of Christianity— 
and, of course, much more since that event—that upon the 
law relating to this subject the security of the State and 
the well-being of the citizen mainly depended. It was 
with sorrow and shame that he expressed his opinion 
that the present international practice and law with re- 
spect to marriages of foreigners was a disgrace to Christen- 
dom. The tribunals of one State held that the capacity of 
& person to contract marriage depended upon the law of his 
domicile ; the tribunals of another, that it depended upon 
the law of the place where the contract was entered into; 
and perbaps « third State had another theory upon the 
subject, and sometimes even a different rale prevailed in 
different portions of the same empire. And while this 
scandalous conflict of law existed the holy estate of matri- 
mony was weakened and degraded, and the same children 
were treated in one State as born in wedlock and in avotker 
28 bastards. Without expressing a decided opinion whether 
the school which estimated capacity by the law of the 
domicile or that which estimated it by the law of the 
place of the contract be preferable, he ventured to express 
& hope that a general rule might be established by the 
consent of nations to the following effect—namely, that in 
this contract of contracts marriage before a civil officer 
according to the forms and with the delays prescribed by 
the civil law of the country where it is celebrated should 
be everywhere recoguized sa valid. ‘The condition of 
the delaye would have the effect—as it had bad by recent 
‘i in Sectiand—of preventing the evasion 
foreigners of the law of their own country. Atall events, 
an experiment might be made by treaty between two 
Bates fortified by the necessary legislation. And if that 
experiment were successful, the remedy might be farther 
extended, The conflict of laws respecting marriage arose 
is a even more serions shape upon the subject of divorce, 
Which might, at least as between States recognizing 
divorce, te remedicA by admilar treatment. In conclosion 
Sir Robert said that in this sAdress, as well as in other 
writings, his cbject simply was to meke an humble contribu- 
tim % the yrevumely existing proof that Btates, as well as 
individoals, A which trey are the aggregate, have in their 
oMective capacity a ephere A duty asigned to them by God 





—that there are international duties and rights, and theres 
fore international laws. Every work which tended to pro= 
cure recognition of these laws, and to show by history, 
reason, and by authority that the interest and the duty of 
the States were one, conferred some benefit upon the com= 
monwealth of nations. 

Upon the motion of Sir Travers Twiss, seconded 
Mr. Ricuagp, M.P., and Dr. Ruaeres, of New York, 
a — vote of thanks was passed to the president for his 
address. 

Some letters were read of excuse for non-attendance from 
several learned judges; and one from Lord Chief Baron 
Keliy, expressing his regret that advancing age had com- 
pelled him to resign the presidency, was ordered to be en- 
tered on the minutes. The report was received, and after 
other routine business, the conference adjourned. 

The conference resumed its sittings on Tuesday at Guild. 
hall, under the presidency of Sir Travers Twiss, Q.C. 

Professor Leone Levi read a paper on ‘International 
Copyright.” The protection of literary and artistic prop- 
erty at home and abroad was a measure of simple justice due 
to those who contribute largely to the advancement of learn-- 
ing, science, and art all over the world. Unlike patents, 
copyright did not restrict the use of human ideas and 
thoughts. Copyright was uowhere granted in perpetuity, 
Perpetual copyright would, in most cases, be useless to the: 
author and his representatives, and would unnecessarily 
trammel the diffusion of knowledge. Thus narrowed im 
respect to matter and time, copyright was, nevertheless, a 
fit recognition of literary property, and in an age when 
thoughts and ideas were communicated with nnexanpled 
rapidity, in an age when a constant interchange was taking 
place of the products of learning, art, and industry between 
all countries, it scarcely befits any civilized State to say 
that the rights of an author should be limited to the narrow 
boundaries of his own nationality. It was only just and 
fair that, if he possessed in England a literary property over 
his own work, he should be able to follow and prosecute the 
invader of that property, be he in the United States or in 
any other quarter of the world; and that a Frenchman or 
an American possessing a right of property in his work, in. 
his own country, should equally be entitled to the protection 
of the courts here in the same manner as any English-. 
man. He could not subscribe to the dicta pro- 
nounced in the English Court of Chancery before the 
conclusion of international copyright treaties, in the case 
of Deliondre vy. Shaw, ‘*That the court does not protect 
the copyright of a foreigner ;’’ and in the case of Guichard 
v. More, “That the policy of our law recognizes by 
statutes, express in their wording, that the importation of 
foreign inventions shall be encouraged in the same manner 
as the inventions made in this country and by natives. 
This is founded as well upon reason, sense, and justice, as 
it is upon policy.” Such opinions seemed illiberal in 
principle, and founded on too restricted a view of the right 
of property. Regarded in its international aspect, the ques- 
tion presented the greatest difficalty in relation to States using 
the identical language, yet separated in territorial jurisdic- 
tion. Tbe United Kingdom and the United States of America 
use the same Anglo-Saxon tonguc. Both consider theme 
selves the inheritors of a literature at once rich and elegant, 
the possessors of the game classics, and alike interested in 
the preservation and development of their pee. 
Nevertheless, there was no mutual recognition of literary 
rights between them. Consequently, a United States. 
author, policies a work first in the United States, had no 
right of protection against piracy in the courts of justice in 
the United Kingdom, anda British author publishing a work 
first in the United Kingdom bad no locus standi before the 
American courts. The Lord Chancellor Cairns, in the case 
of Routledge v. Low, waid, ‘The aim of the -] pee is to 
increase the common stock of the Jiterature of the country.” 
But whatever be the aim of the statute, its principle recoga 
and gusrantees literary property, and it was narrowing that 
principle in an unjustifiable manner to a ply it to literary 
property first created in this country. England was ready 
to concede to the United States a perfect right of property 
in American literature if she would only enter into a res | 
as other States had done. ‘Timo after timo, the Britis 
Government made representations on the subject to the 
United States Government, but without effect. The British 
Government complained of the injustice perpetrated upon 
British authors, They brought forward evidence showing 
that the existing system discouraged, demoralized, emascu- 





oe 


¢™myrece 


Aug. 16, 1879. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. §21 











———— 

lated American literature. But all in vain. And now, 
having exhausted all manner of direct negotiation, England 
may well ask a verdict on the question from this international 
tribunal of jurists and publicists. What was it that the 
United States alleged as a justification against international 
copyright? They deny the right of a foreign author to the 
pe a control of his work beyond his own country, and 
plead that copyright would enhance the cost of literature 
and thereby prove a barrier to the diffusion of literature and 
learning in the Unites States. Whilst willing to remunerate 
British authors, they refuse to recognize the right of the 
publishing trade in England, or to be hampered by their mode 
of dealing. But these allegations admit of a ready answer. 
The United States Government grant copyright to an Ameri- 
can citizen. Why refuse the same protection to a foreigner 
when any other description of foreign property was scru- 
pulously protected ? He denied that international copyright 
would check the diffusion of literature and learning in the 
United States; on the contrary, it was certain to give a 
needed stimulus to American literature. The gifts of generous 
American booksellers to British authors could not be accepted 
as a worthy substitute for legal rights. It was high time 
that two civilized States like the United States and the 
United Kingdom should come to some understanding which 
should renderit needless for publishers to try toover-reach each 
other by advance sheets, or other equally surreptitious modes. 
Recently, the Royal Commission appointed to make inquiry 
with regard to the laws and regulations relating to inter- 
national copyright, elicited the views of publishers on both 
sides of the Atlantic on the subject, and in conclusion they 
have urged further negotiations with the United States 
Government, and possibly the appointment of a Mixed Com- 
mission to examine into and report upon the whole subject. 
Whatever may be the issue of such negotiation, there was 
no intention in England to retaliate on America by with- 
drawing from the Americans the privilege of copyright on 
first publication in this country. In the case of countries 
using a different language, the principle of international 
copyright had happily been all but universally accepted. But 
there were restrictions to be removed if the rights of foreign 
authors were to be fully recognized. Nor was there any 
reason why the right of the author to the translation of his 
own work should expire if the translation, or part of the 
same, was not published within one year after the registra- 
tion and deposit of the work. The difficulty was to deter- 
mine what was piracy and what was Jond jide a new work. 


Mr. CarMicHAgEL, hon. secretary of the Committee on 
Copyright, brought up a report which stated that since the 
last conference of the association several steps had been 
taken in various countries in the direction of international 
copyright. Of these meetings the most important was the 
Art Copyright Congress in Paris, the Frenéh Ministry 
having appointed an official ittee to ider its re- 
commendations, the principal one being a demand in favour 
of perpetuity. This demand, however, was found to be 
out of harmony with the existing French law. A similar 
movement had also taken place in the Netherlands, The 
work done by the International Literary Association would, 
it was hoped, be of permanent value. Of the hearty sym- 
pathy of the American International Code Committee as- 
surance had been received by the cordial weloome given to 
Dr, Blackie. In conclusion, the report spoke hopefully of 
the efforts which were being made, not only in Europe, but 
in America to bring about a more satisfactory system than 
how prevailed in both hemispheres, 


M. Ciuner (Paris) alladed to the proceedings of the 
Paris Conference last year, and concluded by moving the 
following resolution ;—* That it is desirable that a general 
union should be formed between the various countries of 
Europe and America, for the purpose of adopting uniform 
legislation with respect to the rights of authors. Pending 
the meeting of an international conference, which shall 
decide upon the formation of this union and the nature of 
its functions, it is desirable that the Huropean Governments, 
whioh are now engaged in considering the law of copyright, 
should come to an understanding on common general prin- 
ciples, and embody them in an international convention.” 


Mr. J, Witson (New York) said after indulging in 
piracy for many years the American publishers were now 
omceely in favour of international copyright. They oom- 

lained of the unscrupulous condaot of the publishera in the 
ostern States, who were able to procure early sheets of 














each publication, and were thus enabled tw undersell the 
great publishers of New York, Boston, &c. 

Mr. JENcKEN read a letter from Mr. Macfie, formerly 
MP. for the Leith Burghs, sympathizing with the move- 
ment to procure a system of international copyright. 

Mr. H. W. Frextanp expressed dissent from the decision 
atrived at by the French Association on the matter of prop- 
erty in artistic works as tending to hamper progress. 

After some discussion, Professor Leone Levi, in 
thanking the conference for the discussion on his 
paper, said it was not his intention, to charge the 
United States with any moral wrong. The purport of 
the paper was to bring into harmony legal rights 
with moral rights. The moral rights of authors 
had been recognized now for a long time in this country, 
and in the United States also. There was no doubt 
whatever that the United States would be ready to grant 
this simple justice to the authors of foreign countries, and 
that sooner or later there would be perfect harmony between 
the two hemispheres on this question. 

At the suggestion of the chairman, the subject was re- 
ferred to the committee to report on by Friday. 

Mr. H. D. Jencken read a paper on “ Negotiable 
Securities to Bearer.” He pointed out that the im- 

rtance of all that relates to negotiable securities 

apart from bills of exchange and bank notes) may be 
measured by the enormous capital invested in these values 
All the great undertakings of the present day were 
dependent on the favour shown by the investing 
public in placing their earnings and savings in securities of 
this character. In all that relates to negotiable securities 
uniformity ought to prevail. These instraments passed from 
country to country, from band to hand; and the 
person who sold and transferred a security in one 
country, and the person who purchased or acquired it in 
another, ought not to have to inquire whether the self-same 
contract, or the form of transfer made across the border of 
another State, was valid or not. As regards loans, with the 
exception of the State debt of the United Kingdom, the 
loans raised by the Governments of continental and trans. 
oceanic States were almost invariably on instruments pay- 
able to bearer, with coupons attached, so also were the loans 
raised by public companies. Where the issue of debentures 
or obligations was coupled with a mortgage or charge 
on property to secure the principal sum and in- 
terest, the laws of nearly all the continental States im- 
posed restrictions in the issue of these securities, more 
especially in the case of land mortgage companies. After 
explaining the nature and unsettled character of the law in 
the various Eutopean countries, Mr. Jencken urged that 
some common principle ought to secure to bondholders a 
| aoe over the realty of a railway or other public un- 
ertaking. The next important class of securities incladed 
shares in public companies. In nearly all the European States 
shares nominative might be converted into shares to bearer, 
provided the whole of the nominal value of a share has been 
paid up, or a percentage fixed by law. A question regarding 
these securities, whenever they were to bearer, which had 
greatly perplexed continental bankers and capitalists, was 
that of converting an instrument, otherwise negotiable, by a 
written notice or indorsement on the instrument itself, inte 
an unnegotiable instrument, The English law did not 
recognize this power, whilst on the continent nearly all the 
laws of different States concurred in allowing a holder te 
destroy the negotiable character of the security. The most 
complicated questions arose out of this custom. The first 
point usually raised was whether the law of the place of 
issue governs as regards the mode and form of such Indorse- 
ment, or the law of the place where the act had been dene; 
and, further, what law was to govern the mode of cancel- 
ling of a notice or indorsement barring the negotiability 
of a security to bearer? Further, by whom was the 
indorsement to be annulled? Coupled with these ques- 
tions was that of procedure and the evidence to be adduced 
of the signature of the person entitled to annual the notice or 
indorsement. The true use of negotiadle securities to bearer 
was their facility of transfer, The right by the owner of 
recovering stolen or lost bonds or shares to bearer in 
hands of a dend fide holder was a question beset with diffi- 
culties. The recent French law provided facilities for the 
recovery of stolen or lost negotiable securities to bearer; and 
after publication in the Bailetin Qeiad the negotiability of 
& lost or stolen instrament was done away with, Neither 
the German, Austrien, Belgian, Dutch, nor Russian hws 
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allowed the interruption of negotiability of a lost security 
by public advertisement. The English law made no provi- 
sion for the case of lost instruments to bearer. On the con- 
tinent of Europe transfer by indorsement in blank was in 
common use; an instrument thus indorsed partook of the 
character of a negotisble security to bearer. The next ques- 
tion to be considered was that of prescription, limitation of 
action. In Holland the period of prescription was ten years; 
in Austria, thirty to forty years; in France, thirty years; 
in Russia, ten years; whilst in England and in Russia, as re- 
gards the State loans, no limitation exists. As regards cou- 
pons, the time varied. Enough had been indicated to prove 
that an endless variety of rules, an ever-changing practice 
aud custom, permeated the whole judicial system which 
regulated these securities. Tne Chamber of Commerce of 
Frankfort-on-the-Main had agreed to bring forward certain 
propcsitions, supported by the bankers of Berlin, but these 
propositions were only intended to lay down broad princi- 


les. 

" M. P. Gout, chairman of the Frankfort Chamber of 
Commerce, in opening the discussion on the paper, gave a 
detailed account of the system adopted in Germany, and 
explained the bearing of certain resolutions arrived at by 
that body. These resolutions were of too elaborate a 
character to be discussed by the conference. Their principal 
object, however, appeared to be to minimise all attempts at 
fraud, and to render this class of securities at all times 
negotiable. He thought the conference might adopt the 
following proposals:—‘‘ 1. That a committee be appointed 
to consider the question of a uniform law regarding negotiable 
securities, and that all documents and papers relating thereto 
be handed to such committee, with a request to examine the 
same and to report thereonat the next conference of the associa- 
tion. 2, That the committee thus appointed be divided into 
twosections. The first section to be formed by the association 
in London, the second section to be formed by the German 
branch of this association ; these sections to undertake the 
duty of obtaining expressions of opinion from Chambers of 
Commerce and suitable’ persons in different States, and to 
gather information as to the present condition regarding those 
securities in different countries. 3. That it shall be leit 
to the said sections between themselves to determine with 
which countries each place shall hold itself in communica- 
tion.” 

The Cuarrman said he could not put the resolutions to the 
conference. He suggested they should be referred to the 
committee. 

This view was adopted by the conference, and all the 
resolutions were ordered to be referred to the committee. 
The conference then adjourned. 








Obituary. 


MR. EDWARD BUTLER, 9.C. 


Mr. Edward Batler, Q.C., died suddenly at Sydney on 
the 9th of June. He was addressing the Supreme Court 
on @ motion fora new trial when he was seized with a 
fainting fit, and died in less than an hour. He had been 
for some time unwell, and bis death is attributed to disease 
of the heart. Mr. Butler was a native of Kilkenny, where 
be was born in 1824. He was known for many years as a 
member of the Nationalist party, and as a contributor to 
the Nation newepaper. In 1852 he emigrated to New South 
Walee, and for several years supported himself as a 
journalist. He was called to the bar at Sydney in 1855, 
and bad been created a Queen’s Counsel for the colony. 
Mr. Batler was looked upon es the leader of the Sydney 
tar, being an eloquent speaker, and a zealons and discreet 
advocate He was for several years a member of the 
Legislative Assembly, and held the office of Attorvey- 
General under the Parkes Administration. 





MR. REGINALD BRAY. 


Mr. Reginald Bray, F.8.A., solicitor (of the firm of Bray 
& Warren), of 99, Great Russell-street, Bloomsbury, died 
at his residence, Shere, near Guildford, on the 9th inst., 
after a somewhat short illoess, Mr, Bray was the second 
gon of the late Mr. FAward Gray, of Shere, his mother 





being a daughter of the celebrated Daniel Malthus, and he 
was born in 1797. He was admitted a solicitor in 1818, and 
practised for sixty-one years in Great Russell-street. Hg 
was firat associated with his grandfather, Mr. William Bray, 
and Mr. Augustus Warren, afterwards with Mr. George 
Harding, and, at the time of his death, he was associated 
with Messrs. Reginald Augustus Warren and Francis Robert 
Warren. Mr. Bray's firm have been for many years soli. 
citors to the British Museum, and he took the warmest 
interest in the welfare of that institution, as well as in all 
matters of literary and artistic interest. In 1866, on the 
death of his elder brother, Mr. Edward Bray, he succeeded 
to the family estate in Surrey. te was lord of the manor 
of Shere, and the oldest magistrate in Surrey. Mr. Bray 
was married to the daughter of Mr. Thomas Longman, and 
leaves four children. His eldest son, Mr. Reginald More 
Bray, was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michael. 
mas Term, 1868, and practises on the South-Eastern 
Circuit. His second son, Mr. Edward Bray, was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1875, and 
practises in the Chancery Division. 





MR. THOMAS SIRRELL PRITCHARD. 


Mr. Thomas Sirrell Pritchard, barrister, died at his resi- 
dence, 44, Gloucester-place, Hyde-Park, on the 8th inst, 
after a short illness. Mr. Pritchard was the son of Mr, 
Thomas Pritchard, F.R.C.S. He was born in 1834, and 
was educated at King’s College School, and at Brasenose 
College, Oxford, where he took the usual degrees. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 
1858. He practised on the Oxford Circuit, and at the Usk 
and Herefordshire Sessions, end he had a good junior busi- 
ness, having a considerable reputation as a criminal and ses- 
sions lawyer. Mr. Pritchard was the editor of Stone's “ Jus- 
tice of the Peace,” and of one of the volumes of Burn’s “ Jus- 
tice.” He was also author of a ‘‘ Handy-book for Executors 
and Administrators,” and of a work on “ Quarter Sessions 
Practice.” Within the last few weeks he had succeeded 
the late Mr. F, T. Streeten, as common law editor of the 
‘* Law Journal Reports.” The early close of a promising 
career has caused sorrow to a large number of professional 
friends. Mr. Pritchard was married in 1866, to the 
danghter of the late Mr. James Rennie, of Maindel Park, 
Monmoathshire. 








Appotwtntrents, Ete. 


Mr. Wittiam Apams, solicitor, of Plymouth, has been 
elected Clerk to the Plymouth Board of Guardians, Assessment 
Committee, Rural Sanitary Authority, and School Attend- 
— Committee. Mr. Adams was admitted a solicitor in 

867. 


Mr. Cuaries Joun Aten, solicitor, of 5, Waterloo-place, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Huncerrorp Tupor Boppam has been appointed a 
Revising Barrister. Mr. Boddam was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1872, and practises on 
oe ee ircuit and at the Usk and Herefordshire 

essions, 


Sir Hersert George Denman Crort, Bart., has been 
appointed a Revising Barrister. Sir H. Croft is the only son of 
Sir Archer Denman Croft, late one of the masters of the Court 
of Queen’s Bench. He was born in 1838, and succeeded his 
father in the baronetcy in 1865, He was educated at Eton 
and at Merton College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1861, He is @ 
member of the Oxford Circuit, and a magistrate and deputy 
lieutenant for Herefordshire, and he represented that county 
in the Conservative interest from 1868 till 1874, 


Mr. Tuomas Dopp, solicitor, of Preston, has beon appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for Lancashire, for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 

Mr. Joun Forsnaw, solicitor (of the firm of Forshaw & 
Parker), of Preston, has been appointed a Notary Public. 


Mr. Tinpan Antuor Peanson, barrister, of Calcutta, has 





been appointed to act as Official ‘Trustee of Bengal, Mr, 
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— 
Pearson is a graduate of Trinity College, Cambridge, and 


was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 


1872. 
Mr. ABEL Joun Raw has been appointed a Revising Barris- 
ter. Mr. Ram is the second son of the Rev. Abel John Ram, 
rof Rolleston, Staffordshire. He was educated at 
us Christi College, Oxford, and was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1872. He practises on 
the Oxford Circuit and at the Usk and Staffordshire 
Sessions. 

Mr. JosepH VERE Woopman, barrister, of Calcutta, has 
been appointed to officiate as a Judge of the Court of Small 
‘Causes, at Calcutta. Mr. Woodman was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1865. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Wru1aM vE G. Lamorre and H. W. Parker, solicitors, 
Bishop Auckland, Durham (business will be carried on by 
Mr. Parker). August1. (Gazette, August 8.) 

Witt1am Rosinson SmitH and Epwarp Luanrarr 
‘Lewes, solicitors, Swansea (Smith & Lewes) (business will be 
earried on by William Robinson Smith alone). July 25. 
(Gazette, August 12.) 








Companies. 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
Joint Stock CoMPANIES, 
Lrurrep tn CHANCERY, 


Barston. Hatt or Freepom Cxivus anv Ineatitute Company, Limitep. 
—The M.R, has fixed Tuesdav, Aug 19, av 11.30, at 11, New sq, 
Lincoln’s inn, as the time and place for the appointment of au official 
liquidator. 

ouyneaD SurP-BuILDING AND TRaintinc Company, LimiTep.— 
Creditors are required, on or before Oct 6, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to William 
Thomas, Llangefni. Thursday, Nov 6, at 12, is appointed for hear- 
ing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Morzay anp Company, Limitep.—The M.R. has fixed Tuesday, Aug 
19, at 12, at 11, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, as the time and place for the 
appointment of an official liquidator. 

Mippiesporoven AssEMBLY Rooms Company, Limitep.—By an order 


Inpustay Cotron Spixxine Company, Lintrep.—Patition for winding 
up presented Aug 9, directed to be herd before V.C. Malizs, on 
Friday, Nov 7. Clarke, Woodcock, aud Ryland, Lincoins inn fields, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 

Murua Dress Suprty Association, Liuirep. —By an order 
made by th3 M.R., dated Aug 2, it was ordered that the asso- 
ciation be wound up. Smith, Davies, and Co, Frederick's pl, Old 
Jewry, solicitors for the petitiovers. 

Natrona Corrse Patace Company, Limitep.—By an order made 
by the M.R., dated Aug 2, it was ordered that t'1e company be wound 
up. Miller, Moorgate st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Natrona Foyps Assurance Company, Limirsp.—The M.R. has, by 
anorder dated April |, appointed John Uawin Wing, Prideaux 
Chambers, Sheffield, to be officia! liquidator. 

Pewane PiantaTIoN Company, Limrrep.—Ths M.R. has, by an order 
dated May 17, appointed Mr. Charles Fitch Kemp, 8, Walbraok, to be 
official liquidator. Creditors are reqaired, on or before Dec 6, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
and claims, to the above. Saturday, Dec 29, at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Sun Coat Company, Limtrep.—The M.R. has, by an order dated July 
16, appointed Richard Haines Woodman, 4, Q 1een Victoria st, to be 
official liquidator. Creditors are required, oa or before Sep 25, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to the above. Thursday, Nov 6, at 11, is appointed for hear- 
ing and adjudicating upon the deb’s and claims. 

TarLor’s Patent Sewing Macaixe Company, Liutrep.—Fry, J., 
has, by an order dated Aug 1, appointed Benjamin Pickering, the 
younger, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull, to be official liquidator. 

Teericco Estate anp CopreR Mintnc Company, Lo«rrep.—Credi- 
tors are required, on or befor? Oct 3', to send their names and ad- 
dresses, and the particulwrs of their debts or claims, to Arthur James 
Hill, Finsbury circus. Moniay, Nov 10, at 12,is appointed for 

hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Vicrorta Mitts Cotton Spinning aND Manupacturinc Company, 
Liutrep.—Creditors are required, on or before Uct 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the part culirs of their debts or claims, to 
John Blakey, 13, Cuapel st, Preston. Monday, Oct 27, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. _ 

[ Gazette, Aug 12} 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


DEBENTURE Taust.—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 1, to send 
their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James Cooper, 3, Colman st buildings, Moorgate st. Wed- 
nesday, Nov 19, at 3, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 


the debts and claims. 
(Gazette, Aug 12.] 


County Patatink oF LANCASTER. 
Luwirep 1n CHANCERY. 


Grove Mitt Corron Sprnnrve aNp Manuractuarne CompPayy, 
Lrurrgp.—By an order mate by the V.C., dated July 28, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up. Tattersall, Blackburn, 
solicitor for ths petitioners. 

(Gazette, Aug 8.} 


Pagstow Livery ano Carntace Company, Liuwrrep.—Creditors are 





made be V.C, Bacon, dated Aug 2, it was ordered that the pany 
be wound up. Bower and Cotton, Chancery lane, agents for Dodds 
and Co, Stockton-on-Tees, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Senvian Correr anv Iron Company, (imttep.—V.0. Hall has, by 
an order, dated June 21, appointed Edward John Davis, 27, Cle- 
ment’s lane, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or 
before Oct 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims to the above. Tuesday, Nov 4, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Srup Compawy, Limirep.—Petition for winding up ene Aug 5, 
: to be heard before the Vacation Judge on Aug 20, Baileys, 
Shaw, and Gillett, Berners st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Surr Coat Company, Limitep.—The M.R. has, by an order dated 
July 16, appointed Richard Haines Woodman, 4, Queen Victoria st, 

to be official liquidator. 

[ Gazette, Aug 8.} 


AtexanprA Horet Company, Braproro, LimireD.—By an order 
made by the M.R.. dated Aug 7, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. The M.R. has fixed Fridav, Aug 22, at 12, at the chem- 
bers of V.C. Bacon, as the time and place for the appointment of an 
— liquidator. Paterson, Snow, and Bloxam, so.icitors for the 
petitioners, 

‘Batis Sgamtess Paper Box Company, Limirsp.—By an order made 
by the M.R., dated July 31, it was ordered that the company be 
bo up. Ramsden and Austin, Leadenhall st, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

Ganson Company, Limttrp.—The M.R. has, by an order dated May 
19, appointed Mr. Charles Fitch Kemp, Walbrook, to be official liqui- 
dator, Creditors are required, on or be‘ore September 29, to send 
their namesand addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
tothe above. Friday, Oct 31, at 11, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Commenctat, Mitts, Oawatprwiette, Lintrep.—The M.R. has, by an 
order dated Aug 2, appointed Thomas Walton Gillibrand, 56, George 
st, Manchester, to be official liquidator, Creditors are required, on 
or before September 15, to send their names and addre:ses, and the 

partenlars of their debts and claims, to the above. Saturday, Nov. 

df 14 11, is appointed for hearing and adjadicating upon the debts and 
ms, 

Denewrune Bond AND Moataaae Company, Lrarrep,—Creditors are 
Tequired, on or before Oct 1, to send thir names and addressos, and 
the particulars of their debts and claims, to James Cooper, 3, Cole- 
Man st bnildings, Moorgate st. Thursday, Nov 20, at 8, isappointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

MMENS AND Company, Limitsp.—V ©, Bacon has, by an order dated 

Aug 8, appointed Edward Llewellyn Ernost, 4, Qieon st pl, to be 

Official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Oct 1, to 

fend their names and addresses, and the partioulars of treir debts 

iiaims tothe above, Friday, Nov 7, at 12, is appointed for hoar- 
ig and adjudicating upon the dabts and claims. 





required, on or before Aug 2s, te send their names and addresses, 
and the particnlars of their debts or claims, to Edward Davies 
Hindle, 44, Lune st, Preston. Thursday, Sep 4, at 11, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. a 
[ Gazette, Aug 12.) 
Frrenpty Soctetres DrssoLvep. 
Printers’ aNp TRANsFerRERS’ Burial Socisty, Frederick st School- 
room, Hanley, Stafford, Aug 5. 
[ Gazette, Aug 8.} 


Cius Tavs Bivs, Horse and Groom, East Ashling, Sussex, Aug 8. 
(Gazette, Aug 12) 








Faculty Court. 


(Before Lord Penzance, Mastsr of the Facuttiss, sitting 
at the House of Lords.) 


Aug. 9.—Stevens v. Field and others, 


This was an application by Mr. John Edmund Stevens, 
solicitor, to be appointed a notary-public for the town of 
Swansea, and it was resisted by the other notaries of that 
place, 

Dr, Tristram appeared in support of the application ; 
Dr, Deane, Q.C., against it. 

Dr. Tristram stated that Mr. Stevens was a young soli- 
citor, who had practised at Swansea since 1876, and his 
memorial to become a notary was supported by all the 
leading merchants and shipowners of the town, including 
Mr. Hussey Vivian, M.P., and Mr, Dillwyn, M.P. There 
were six notaries in the town already, and, as was always 
the case, they jointly opposed the application, Swansea 
was a town of 75,000 inhabitants, and was the centre of the 
coal, irov, and shipping trade of South Wales, He oon- 
tended that the application was a reasonable one, was in 
the publio intereat, and ought to be complied with. 

Dr. Deane, in opposition, thought in all these matters 
due regard should be had, not only to the public interest 
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but to the vested rights of those already acting as notaries: 
He showed that in the year ending March last the business 
done by the six notaries consisted in noting 262 ships’ pro- 
tests and extending forty-four others, and in noting and pro- 
testing seventy-nine bills. This, he thought, was not too 
much business for division among six notaries, He also 
stated that trade in Swansea had been greatly depressed of 
late years, and that the petitioner, therefore, had not 
chosen @ judicions time to make this application. 

Lorp Penzance said the case must be decided solely in 
view of the public interest and convenience, for while it 
was to the private interest of the petitioner that he should 
become a notary, it was equally from a private point of 
view that his application was resisted by the other 
notaries. Agaiv, while it was desirable that there should 
be safficient notaries for the public work, it was quite as 
desirable that the business should be done well and by 
those who had gained experience in it. That experience 
would not be gained if the comparatively little work to 
be done at Swansea was scattered among a number of 
persons. He had, therefore, to hold the balance and to see 
that, while there was not such a deficiency of notaries as to 
create inconvenience to the public, there were, on the other 
hand, not so many notaries that the business would be badly 
done. The memorial of Mr. Stevens was certainly well sup- 
ported, but at the same time one knew how very easy it was 
to get such memorials signed by good natured men anxious to 
oblige a fellow townsman. The existing notaries at Swansea 
appeared to have done their work well and without complaint, 
and they argued that the depression of trade had already 
lessened their business, and it was not right or needful to 
appoint another notary. He must say thet the decrease of 
trade there, as gathered from the shipping and other statistics, 
was most marked and apparent, and he felt that, on the 
whole, so far from there being a want of notaries, there were 
actually more notaries than were wanted. He must therefore 
refuse the application.—TZimes. 








Crevitors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Frecpine, James Opery, Ossett, York, Dyer. Sept 2. Anderton v. 
Fielding, District Registrar, Halifax. Wavell, Halifax 

Frencu, WittsaM, Hookner, Devon, Yeoman. Sept 9. Morley v. 
French, M.R. Bishop, Torquay 

Gites, Joseru, Tasley, Salop, Farmer. Sept 16. Wainwright v. 
Birkin, M.R. Peek, Lincoin’s inn fields 

Goprrey, THomas Spraceine, Newark-upon-Trent, Banker. Sept 
23, Godfrey v. Godfrey, M.R. Geare, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Jones, Joun LancstTon, Alcester, Warwick, Sept 15. Jephcott v. 
Martin, V.C. Hall. King. Alcester 

Lucas, Hagrret, Claremont rd, Tunbridge Welis, Sept10, Hemsley 
vy. Woodward, M.R. Cripps, ‘I'nnbridge Wells 


OLDERSHAW, FRANCIS PiccotT, Warrington crescent,Gent. Aug 31., 


Lynch v. Oldershaw, V.C. Hall. Oldershaw, King’s Arms yard, 
Moorgate st 

Payne, Puitip, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Sept 30. Payne 
v. Payne, V.C. Hall. Cottrell, Birmingham 

Snort, Tuomas, Bethnal Green rd, Baker. Oct. Foster v, Short, 
V.C. Bacon. Voss, Church row, Bethnal green 

Watton, Epwarp, Huddersfield, Tobacconist. Sept 20. Bateson v. 
Walton, M.R. Barker, Huddersfield 

Weexs, Tuomas Beit, Western terrace, Green Lanes, Leather Manu- 
facturer. Oct 1. Weeks v. Weeks, M.R. Hughes, Gresham 
buildings, Basinghall st 

Yetpuam, Stepnen ARTHUR, King st East, Hammersmith, Market 
Gardener. Septl6. Yeldham v. Pullen, M.R. Horsley, Bull and 
Mouth st (Gazette, Aug 8.] 


ALLEN, Jonn, Clevedon, Somerset,Gent. Oct 6. Hincks v. Allen 
Fry, J. Brittan, Bristol 

Broom, Isumaxn, Penge, Licensed Victualler. Sept15. Broom v. 
Archer, M.R. Barnes, Finsbury pavement 

Brown, Samvuet, North Shields, Wine Merchant. Sept15. Brown v. 
Burgess, M.R. Kidd, North Shields 

Botier-JonnsTone, Hon. Henry, Seamore p), Mayfair. Sept 15. 
Butler-Johnstone v. Butler-Johnstone, M.R. Monro, Lombarit ct 

Davies, Joun, Lilanwrda Farm, Carmarthen, Farmer. Sept 12. 
Lewis v. Davies, M.R. Evans, Landovery 

Denne, Joun, New et, Covent Garden, Grocer. Sept 30. Denne y. 
Salisbury, Fry, J. Myers, Austin friars 

Evans, Exvias, Liandudno, Carnarvon, Labourer. Sept 15. Davies v. 
Evans, M.R, Chamberlain, Llandudno 

Ewart, Gronce Micuakrt, North Shields, Grocer. Oct }. Hunt y. 
Ewart, V.C. Hail. Dale, North Shields 

Gravee, Thomas Lewis, Cardiff, Brewer. Oct 1. Hayward v. Glaves, 
V.C. Bacon, Cummins, Chancery lane 

Hamme, Joun Hittany, Gosport, Gent. Sept 30. Dowse v. Haire, 
Fry, J. Dowse, New inn 

Macuin, Ropert, Reading, Csttle Dealer. Sept 29. Webb v. Noble, 
V.C. Hall. Holder, King st, Cheapside 





== 

Mann, Mary Annez, Cloutesley st, Islington. Oct 3. James v. Heath. 
field, V.C. Hall, Batters, Old Broad st 

McRaz, Witttam, Mitcham Common, Oil Leather Dresser, Qa lL 
Collis v. McRae, M.R. Cockell, Tooley st, Southwark 

Nicuotson, Perer, Strand, Commissionsire. Sept 29. Turner y 
Nicholson, V.C. Hall. Burland, South Cave, York : 

Osnoan, OsBorN, or OsporN Homersaam, Bethlehem ron Surrey, 
Oct 21, Homersham v. Homersham, V.C. Hall. Wilkin: 
mondsey st 

Rosson, Ratra, Hexham, Seedsman. Oct 1. Palmer v. Robson, Vo, 
Bacon. Gibson, Hexham 

Satrgr, Simon, High st, Camden Town, Draper. Oct 1. Saltery 
Salter, Fry, J. Laundy, Cecil st, Straud 7 

Seppon, James Bensamin, Flint, Licensed Victualler. Oct 1. Seddoy 
v. Seddon, V.C. Bacon. Taylor, Chester 

Smazt, Joun, Newman st, Oxford st, Bookbinder, Oct 1. Barker y, 
Smart, Fry, J. Gamlen, Gray’s inn sq : 

Wace, ALEXANDER Frepkaic, Haven Green, Ealing, Bsq. Oct {, 
ba Stephens, V.C. Malins. Humphreys, King’s Beach walk, 

emple 

Wanting, Wittiam, Buck!and-next-Dover, Gent. Sept 4. Akers y, 
Wadling, M.R. Shearman, Little To wer st 

Wauirenouse, THomas, Oldbury, Worcester, Ironmaster. Oct 1, 
Horton vy. Whitehouse, V.C. Bacon. Whitehouse, Wolverhampton 

[ Gazette, Aug 12.) 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Atsop, Curistine, Clissold rd, Stoke Newington. Sept 1. Watney 
and Co, Clement’s lane 

Austin, Saras, Admaston, Salop. Sept 12. Palin and Qo, Shrew. 
bury 

BapExey, Louisa, Oxford terrace, Hyde Park. Sept 15. Borrettang 
Co, Whitehall pl 4 

—_ ms Walsoken, Norfolk, Army Peusioner. Aug 7. Ollari, 

isbec. 

Beevers, Wituram, Pool, York, ‘Cloth Finlsher. Sept 15. Craven, 
Leeds 

BricHam, Saran Ann, Shipton, York. Sept1. Powell and Sargent, 
Pocklington 

Brown, Annz, Priory Lodge, Reading. Sept 1. Crowdy and So, 
Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet st 

BRYANT, CHARLes, Hcntingdoa, Draper. Sept6. Jennings and Bur. 
ton, Bartoa-on-Trent 

Butman, THomas Witttam, Whitley Park, Northumberland, Eu, 
Oct 1. Clayton and Gibson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Butt, Any, Bath. Septl. Hill and Co, Old Broad st 

Cates, Ricuagp, Shawfield st, Chelsea, Job Master. Aug 29. Sidny 
and Co, Furnivai’s-iun 

Cocka.h, EvizasetH, Hingham, Norfolk. Oct 1. Fraser and Wright, 
Wisbech 

Concpon, Georce WarcupP, Shooter’s Hill, Blackheath, a Lieutenant 
Colonel in HM’s Hoyal Marine Forces. Sept 1. Masters, Quem 
Victoria st 

CuiLton, Anne, Speen, Bucks. Sept 20. Rawson, Gt. Marlow 

Cooper, Exiza, Manor st, Clapham, Aug 30. Voysey, Manors, 
Clapham 

Crosstey, Jonn Sipney, Barrow-upon-Soar, Leicester, C.E, Oot, 
Berridge and Morris, Leicester 

Dect, MaTitpa, Great Marlow, Bucks, Avug12. Rawson, Gt. Mar 
low 

Doveaty, Samvuet, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Aug 30. Quinn, 
Liverpool 

Epwaeps, Cuak ss, Seven Sisters rd, Holloway. Gent. Oct 7. Bum, 
Beil yard, Doctors’-commons 

Firz@eRaLp, Joan Porcett, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Esq. Sept &, 
Borrett and Co, Whitehall pl 

GirpLer, CuaRLes MitcHeLt, Kennington rd, Surrey, Contractor, 
Aug2l, Berry and Binns, Chaucery lane 

Gorpon, ALEXANDER, Liverpool, Gent. Aug 17. Smith and Sm, 
Newington, Liverpool 

Goutp, Berry, Scales, Lancaster. Sept 17. Butler and Son, Dalton 
in-Furness 

Groves, Ann, Mildmay rd, Kingsland, Sept 29, Pendergast, Com- 
mercial rd, East : 

Heapianp, Wittram Isaac James, Ossulston st, Somers Tom, 
Draper. Aug 29. Hoimes, Eastcheap 

Horosin, Henry, Bedworh, Warwick, Bootmaker, Aug % 
Horobin, Chilvers Coton, nr Nuneaton 

Hot, Cuar.es, Millbrook, Southampton, Ship’s Stevedore, Aug. 
Perkins and Candy, Southampton 

Jovspan, EvizazeTh, Chobham, Survey. Sept8. Hill and Co, Od 
Broad st 

Mawnsett, Witttam, St. Julian’s Friars, Shrewsbury, Gent. Sept 12 
Palin and Co, Shrewsbary 

Munk, Wittram, Exeter, Gent. Sept!. Munk, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Middlesex . 

Nort, Sesaty Whaplode, Lincoln, Farmer. Sept 30. Sturton, Hor 
beac! 


Renpre, James Davy, Park Hill, Clapham Common, M.D. Sept l 
Girdlestone. Albany-ct-yard, Piccadilly 

Sty, James, Dorchester, Innkeeper. Sept 8. Howard, Weymouth 

TanRaway, THoMas, Naas, ur Dublin, Dispenser. Sept-6. Gati, 
Devonport 

Tayor, Sir AvganpeRr, Knight, M.U., Pau, France. Sept 15. Harris 
and Capes, Sible Heaingham 

Torre, Oscar Josep, Seymour st, Hyde Park, Gent. Sept 6. Wil 
and Co, [ronmonger lane, Cheapsiue 

Waxnincton, Emma, Wyke Regis, Dorset, Aug 30. Howard, Wey- 
mouth 

Warrr, Many Jenvis, Cambridge terrace, Hyde Perk, Sept 1. Crowdy 
and Son, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet at 

[Gazette, Aug l.] 


Bucktey, Jonny, Erdington, Warwick, Gent. Sept 30. Baker, Bir 
mipgham 
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G@roRrcE zemeone, Bt Johns Wood rd, Esq. Aug 3l. Jarvis 


iol Tescott, Chancery 


Quatm, CHaates, Roxeth, ur Harrow-on-the-Hill, a retired Stable 
Keoper. p obey Cookson and Co., New sq, Lincoln’s-ina 
CHaLLINOR, ’ 


Gt King st, Macclesfield. Oct3, Hand, Maccles- 
Tuomas, ry pl, South Kensington, MD. Oct 1. Wansey 


and Bowen, Moorgate 


Grorce Hamitton, Carshalton, Surrey, Merchant. Oct 1. 
t 


Wansey and Bowen, Moorgate s 
mech, Jacow Faancrs, Gt St, Helens, Oil Refiner. Sept 15. Hollams 
and Co, Mincing lane 
HowawaY, Jemrma, Cheltenham. oo 30. Pruen, Cheltenham 
> 


Hovson, Joun, Larch How, nr Kend 
Kendal 


Esq. Oct 1. Swainson, jun. 


Hort, James Mescn, New Windsor, Berks, Retired Servant of the 
8 


Housebold. Sept 8. Long and Co, Windsor 


Joure, JouN SmirH, Milwich, Staffordshire, Gent. Sept 29. Saben, 


Stone 

Jor, Wituiam Kirkman, Tunbridge Wells, Lieut-Colonel in HM.’s 
Indian ‘Army. Sept 1. SBrundrett and Co, King’s Bench-walk, 
Te 


‘em 
ie cunere O’Moore, Rue des Martyrs, Paris. Sept 10. Dixon 
and Oo, Bedford-row 
Qsus, Witttam Henry, Brockhurst, Island of Guernsey, Lieut- 
Colonel of HM’s Army. Nov 4, Obapman and Co, Lincoln’s-inn- 


fields 
isueravas?, Jonn, Blackrod, nr Wigan, Colliery Proprietor. Sept 30. 
Wood and Co, Manchester 3 wisheiges ” 


ONG,  apemvers Comster, North Britain, Esq. Oct1l. Davidson and 
gardens 
Gzoace, Colchester, Essex. Oct 1. Wisbey, Colchester 


‘4BBEN, ALEXANDER, Sunderland, Durham, Sewing Machine Agent. 
Sept 15. Bridges and Co, Red Lion sq 

‘aznen, Henay HatcHRLt, Inner Temple, Bar rister-at-law. Sept 1. 
Nicol and Co, Lime st 


[ Gazette, Aug 5.} 








Leqislattan of the Weck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
AUGUST 7.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 


Moxcret Acricunturat Scuoot. Lanp Tax Commis- 


SIONERS’ NAMES. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 


Private Bitts.—Easton Neston Mineral, Towcester, 


7p 
bith 


Has 


WAN 


de, and Olney Junction Railway. 
Inpian Loan (Consotmwatep Funp)., Turnpike 
Acts ConTINUANCE. 
AUGUST 8.—BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 
GHTSBRIDGE AND OTHER Crown Lanps. MuNGRET 


Acricuntrurat Scuoot. Lanp Tax Commissioners’ 
Names (all passed through Committee). 


AUGUST 11.—ROYAL COMMISSION, 


Assent was given by commission to the following Bills:— 


UUs 
ind 
U0 


oms’ Buildings, Highway Accounts Returns, Commons, 
ian Guaranteed Railways, Slave Trade (East African 


arts), Conveyancing (Scotland), Valuation of Lands 


S001 


ad), Summary Jurisdiction, Hast India Railway 
pany (Purchase), Lord Clerk Register (Scotland), In- 


lin Advance, Annual Turnpikes, Elementary Education 


. 
DD 


y 
its 


Schools), Petroleum, Bill of Sale (Ireland), 
ways Orders Confirmation, New Forest, Frieston 
9 Reclamation, Tring Poors Land, South London 

ys, Metropolis Management (Prevention of Floods), 
pool Improvement, Leicester Corporation, Metropo- 
n and District Railways (City Lines and Extensions), 
tt Darwen Improvement, Stafford and Uttoxeter Rail- 
, Nottingham Improvement, North Staffordshire Rail- 
, East Indian Railway Company, Brentford and Isle- 


orth Tramways, Lilandisilio Commissioners, Girvan and 
Fort Patrick Railway, Ballymenan and Portglenone Rail- 
may, Ramegate and Margate Tramways, Banbury and Chel- 


m Direct Railway, Liverpool Electric Lighting, 
0% Railway, Derby Improvement, Halesowen Railway, 


uutsford Light and Water, Ardmillan Reclamation. 


BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
TION OF Ramzways Acts ConTiINvANcE. SHIPPING 


Casvarrres Investigation Re-HEARING. Pusic Orrices 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
GHTSBRIDGE AND OTHER Crown Lanps. Monoret 


AcricunruraL Scuoot. Lanp Tax Commisstonurs’ 
Nawzs, Commisstoners or Woops (Tames Piers). 


Poor La 


AUGUST 12.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Ww AMENDMENT, Artisans’ Dwetiine Act (1868) 


™ 
Extension. Enpowrep Scuoots Acts ConTINUANCE 
Expiring Laws Continuance. Merrororiran Boarp 
or Worxs (Warer Expenses). Prevention or Cane, 
Merrorouiran Boarp or Worxs (Monzy). 

BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Reeuiation or Ramsways Acts Continuance. Surrmne 
Casuattizs Investigations Re- HEARING. Pusuic 
Orriczs Fs (all passed through Committee). 

BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Brit FoR THE AMENDMENT AND CONSOLIDATION OF THE 
Jaws RELATING TO Municreat Corporations In ENG 
LAND AND Watss (Lord Chancellor), 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
AUGUST 7.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Destors Act (1869) AMENDMENT. 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME, 
Parrvate Bitt.—Ardmillan Reclamation. 
AUGUST 8.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Artisans’ AND Lanourers’ Dwe.urmes Improvement ACt,. 
1875 (AMENDMENT). Borper Summons. East Inpuan 
Loan (ANNUITIES). 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 
Enpvowep Scnoots Acts Continuance. East Inpran Loan 
(£5,000,000) (both passed through Committee), 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Poor Law AmenpMent (No. 2). Crvm Procepure Acts 
Repeat. Merroporiran Boarp or Works (Money). 
AUGUST 9.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Pusiie Works Loans (No. 2). 

BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 
Par.iaMENTARY Execrions AND Corrupt Practices. Pre- 
VENTION oF Crime. East Inpian Loan (ANNUITIES). 

Excurquer Brits (all passed through Committee). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Enpowep Scnoots Acts Continuance. MerroproLiran 
Boarp or Works (Water Expensss). 
AUGUST 11.—BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Postic Worxs Loan (No. 2) (passed through Com- 

mittee). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
East Inpran Loan (Annuities). Excuequer Bits AND 
Bonps (No. 2). 
BILLS WITHDRAWN. 

Game Laws AmenpMentT. Trustees Rewer. 
AUGUST 12.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Bankine anp Joint Srock Companizs (passed through 
Committee). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
PaRLIAMENTARY Exections AnD Corrupt Practices, 
BILL WITHDRAWN. 
Supriy or Drink on CreEpIT. 








The Old Queen’s Bench Prison, Southwark, will be sold 
next month. 


At the Old Bailey on Thursday week two Chinese, named 
Ah Fow and Ah Wa, were indicted for robbing a country- 
man named Ah Sam. The mode in which the oath was 
administered to the prosecutor was as follows :—~A 
saucer was handed to him, which he threw to the ground 
with great force and smashed it, and an officer then said, 
“ The saucer is cracked, and if you do not speak the trath 
your body will be cracked the same as that saucer.” 


On Saturday afternoon, Dr. Hardwicke held an inquest at 
the King’s Head Tavern, Broad-street, Bloomsbury, on the 
body of Richard Montague Cattermole, a clerk, who committed 
suicide at the offices of Messrs, Grey, Prideaux, and Booker, 
hisemployers, 48, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, on Thursday evening. 
Charles Cattermole said he was an artist, living at Christ- 
church, Kilburn. The deceased, who was his brother, was- 
very much distressed over money matters, and that preyed 
on his mind. Verdict, that the deceased committed suicide 





by hanging whilst of unsound mind. 
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Legal News. 


In the House of Commons on Monday, in reply to Mr. 
Peel, Lord Sandon said,—As I mentioned when the Bill con- 
tinuing the Railway Commission and their functions was 
passed, the Government, by introducing that Bill, in no way 
Pledged itself not to propose changes to Parliament during the 
three years for which the Commission is prolonged by that 
Bill. I am fally aware that fresh legislation is called for on 
this subject, and, as I stated at the beginning of the session, 
‘I had considered the matter very carefully during the last 
winter, and had prepared a Bill of considerable fength re- 
specting it, which the pressure of other business made it im- 
possible for me to introduce. As to when the Government 
may be able to deal with this matter, while fully acknow- 
ledging its importance, I think it wiser to decline to give any 
pledge. 

A correspondent of the Zimes writes to say that “ the case 
of Mainwaring is not the only one during the late assize 
where the verdict of the jury has astonished the public with 
something extraordinary connected with it. There is another 
man at Derby, under sentence of death (but who I have 
good authority for saying will be respited in 
the course of a few hours), who was proved, 
to the satisfaction of the learned judge and 
of the prosecuting counsel, to have been insane at the time 
he committed the act for which he was tried. Mr. Justice 
Lindley put the case in the most favourable manner on be- 
half of the prisoner, and no one had an idea of even the 
possibility of a verdict of ‘Guilty.’ How the verdict was 
arrived at I do not know, but I think [am right in saying 
there were one or two on the jury in Litherland’s case who 
were also on that of Mainwaring. I should be glad to be 
contradicted on this point, as if they were not the same men 
there was such a remarkable likeness to them as to deceive 
@ great many incourt. In another case, at Leicester, a 
man was tried before Lord Justice Thesiger for murdering 
his wife, and this remarkable circumstance occurred. It was 
so absolutely proved that the prisoner was insane that the 
learned counsel for the prosecution said he wonld call the 
prison surgeon, and, if he corroborated the evidence given 
on behalf of the prisoner, he should not ask for a verdict of 

uilty. The medical gentleman called by the prosecution 
fia corroborate the evidence for the defence, and the 
prosecuting counsel withdrew. The learned judge con- 
curred in the course taken, and the counsel for the 

risoner did not sum up his evidence. Lord Justice 

hesiger explained to the jury as clearly as possible their 
duty in the circumstances, and the jury, after retiring to 
‘consider,’ returned a verdict of ‘Guilty, with a very 
strong recommendation to mercy.’ Of course, such a 
verdict was simply ridicuious. However, the law imposed 
upon the learned judge the painful muckery of passing sen- 
tence of death, which I need not say was respited, and the 
man is now in Broadmoor. It turned ont that the jury 
were under the impression that if they found a verdict of 
“Not Guilty,’ on the ground of insanity, the prisoner 
would have been allowed to go free.” 


At the Southwark Police Court, on Saturday, John Hicks, 
solicitor, of 123, Chancery-lane, was brought before Mr. 
Saunders, on remand, charged with unlawfully and fraudu- 
lently, by false pretence, obtaining £7 10s. from Louis 
Lewis, clerk to a money lender, 110, Blackfriars-road, b 
means of a fictitious cheque drawa on the Forest-hill branc 
of the London and South-Western Bank.—Mr. Sims 
prosecuted, and Mr. Fullagar defended.—The prosecutor 
stated that he was clerk to Mr. Richmond, the proprietor of 
a loan office, 110, Blackfriars-road, and had known the 
prisoner as having occasionally transacted business for them. 
‘On Jane 27 last he came to the office with a Mr. Hollies, 
whom he also knew, and, handing a cheque drawn 
by him on the latter for £7 10s. on the Forest-hill branch of 
the London and South-Western Bank, asked him to cash it 
for him. Witness asked if it was all right, when the 
prisoner exclaimed, ‘‘ You don’t suppose I should bring my 
cheque to you unless it was?” Witness then handed the 
£7 10s. to the prisoner, and he left the office with Mr. 
Hollies. The cheque was paid into the Blackfriars-road 
branch of the Central Bank of London to the account of Mr. 
Richmond, and in a few days it was returned marked “ No 
sccount,” the prisoner's account having been closed in 
December last. The £7 10s, he advanced to the prisoner was 
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his own, and had nothing to do with Mr. Richmond, although the L 
the cheque was paid into his bankers.—In cross-examin;, to hit 
tion, he said the cheque was made payable to Mr. Holjj field, 
but the cash was for the prisoner, to whom he paid it, and j, atten 
had nothing to do with Hollies.—In answer to Mr, §; deput 
witness said that since he cashed the cheque and its Deing gar h 
returned he had written to the prisoner, and had receiya Willi 
answers from him promising to pay, but he found he had lefthi, will t 
office in Chancery-lane.—Mr. Spencer Ferris, clerk at thy under 
Forest-hill branch of the South-Western Bank, said that th, execu 
prisoner had had an account with chem, but it was closed by), Steph 
bank in December last, and the trifling balance was forwardsj Mock 
to him with a letter demanding the return of all unugy shoul 
cheques. They received no answer, but on June 30 last thy time, 
cheque for £7 10s. produced was passed to him by the Centy) and 81 
Bank of London, and returned to the prosecutor marky Mr, ( 
“No account.” There had been another cheque also pn, Mook 
sented and refused.—Mr. Fullagar here asked for a re consis 
inasmuch as he had only been instructed in the case thy Mr. } 
day, and had not had time fully to consider his ling ¢ him, 
Gefence, He, however, contended that the money was q. warde 
vanced to Hollies, and not to his client.—Mr. Sims, unig encloe 
the circumstances, did not object to Mr. Fullagar’s applin, les | 
tion, and the prisoner was further remanded. be ex 
With reference to the Derby ‘‘Jury Scandal,” as 4 the £2 
which a question was asked in the House of Common q that be 
Saturday last, a correspondent of the Daily Telegry) expres 
says:—‘‘A large amount of feeling has been excited in thi ustifie 
town with regard to the case of Mainwaring, who ny tter 1 
lies in the Derby prison under sentence of death for ty the co: 
murder of a police constable named Moss. It was allegd better 
that the jury, after retiring and discussing the case instruc 
three hours, found that they were greatly divided in opinio- Fullage 
six being in favour ef a verdict of wilful murder, and, him wi 
similar number for manslaughter. Thereupon it was deci having 
to settle the matter by drawing lots. Twelve cards wa said he 
obtained, eleven of which had a word written on them, whik possess! 
the twelfth was blank; the alleged arrangement being that! said he 
person who drew this card was to decide which way th acknow 
verdict should go. The story even went into a fury told M. 
matter of detail. The juryman who had drawn the blat instruct 
card was said to be in favour of a verdict for the mim and wa: 
offence, but not Iiking the position he might be placedifge asked | 
with respect to his colleagues who held a different view, a sheet 
who desired a verdict of wilful murder to be returned, kgm Ot, he 
decided to ‘toss’ for it. The ‘head’ of the coin wa of £500 
represent murder, while a ‘tail’ was to be manslaughie) instruct 
The ‘head’ was turned up, and accordingly the jung %to th 
turned into the court with a verdict of wilful murder. 1 vestmen 
publication of this statement naturally excited the utmigms October, 
indignation, and the result of all the inquiries which hmggg interest 
been made up to the present time is to prove that ther ing som 
not one word of truth in the story. The case being tried at Mockett 
assizes, the jury which was impaaelled was composed Mr, Vir 
men residing in different parts of the county, only om himeelf 
believe, being an inhabitant of the city of Derby. made to 
have not been able to eee this juryman, but the follow a8 well ¢ 
semi-official notification appeared in the Derby Adverlm@e Sppointn 
which has been published to night:—‘ We are able to length it 
our readers that the story is based on an entire misconceplagy Sgainst 
of the facts, which, on the authority of one of the result ws 
intelligent of the jury, we have ascertained to be as follows: «hy 
On the jury retiring to consider their verdict the discus d 
which ensued was so irregular that it was absolutely they wer 
possible to ascertain what were really the views of WHR to the os 
members upon the matter. It was therefore suggested him whe 
chairman should be appointed, to enable each indi only exp! 
juryman to have the fullest opportunity of expressing MR in specu 
opinion ; but the foreman was disinclined to presid , aad again ha 
was consequently decided to cast lots for the bat it he 
chairman. This was done; but lots were not drawa 84% widow, Jj 
the verdict or any other point than that of the appoint foregoing 
of chairman, and there was no ‘tossing up,” as allege, Sussex C 
even the mention of it.’ With a view to still further Ym) the priso, 
the truth of this statement, I have myself seen to-n told bim 
of the jury, who resides some miles distant from Derby, but after 
he says that all that was done in regard to drawing lots ed n 
as the other juryman desoribes above.” Mr. Cross Was again 
the House of Commons this week that the chairman ga inst, My 
casting vote. Mockett s 
Mr. Lewis Greene Fallagar, until lately practising # a! 
solicitor in Lewes and treasnrer for the astern Di 6 





and now one of the coroners for Sussex, was charged 
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wes magistrates, on Saturday week, with converting 
wees a of money intrusted to him. Mr. Merri- 
feld, barrister, appeared to prosecute. The prisoner was 
attended by his brother, Mr. J. E. Fullagar, solicitor, and 
deputy-coroner for Sussex. Mr: Merrifield said Mr. Falla- 
had acted for some years as solicitor to the late Mr. 
William Martin, who died about the year 1860. By his 
will the latter bequeathed his property, which was sworn 
under £4,000, to three persons, whom he appointed his 
executors and trastees—viz., Mr. James W. Body, Mr. 
Stephen Goldsmith, and his widow, now Mrs. Mary 
Mockett. The will provided that the testator’s widow 
shonld receive the interest of the money during her life- 
time, aud that at her death it should go to her children 
and surviving issue. Two of the executors (Mr. Body and 
Mr, Goldsmith) died during last year, leaving Mrs. 
Mockett sole trustee. Part of Mr. Martin’s estate 
consisted of £2,500 owing from a Mr. Ridge. In 1872 
Mr. Follagar, as solicitor, had this amount paid to 
him, and on the 8th of April in that year he for- 
warded the trustees a letter acknowledging its receipt, 
enclosing a cheque for £97 18s. 4d. on account of interest, 
less income-tax and other charges. In this letter 
he expressed a wish to know how the trustees would like 
the £2,500 invested, if in the Funds or on mortgage, adding 
that he could get four per cent. on a safe investment. He 
expressed an opinion that the trustees would not be 
justified in putting it out at a larger rate of interest. This 
beter was addressed to Mrs. Mockett, and on its receipt 
she consulted her co-trustees and they decided it would be 
better to invest the money on mortgage. A Ictter, giving 
instructions to this effect, was accordingly sent to Mr. 
Fullagar. Some days afterwards Mrs. Mockett called on 
him with reference to the matter. The prisoner admitted 
having received the letter. The prisoner, inaterposing, 
said he did not admit the receipt of the letter, and his 
possession of it had not been proved. Mr. Merrifield 
said he should produce a witness to prove the prisoner's 
acknowledgment of having received it. Mr. Fallagar 
told Mrs. Mockett he had acted in accordance with her 
instructions, and that the money had been duly put ont, 
and was secured on a large estate at Worth. Mrs. Mockett 
asked to see the deed, and Mr. Fuallagar, pointing to 
a sheet of parchment, said, ‘There it is.’ She did 
not, however, examine the document. A further sum 
of £500 was given to him to invest, but as no written 
instructions were given with respect to it, the charge was 
asto the £2,500 only. From April, 1872, when the in- 
vestments were supposed to have been made, until 
October, 1878, Mr. Fullagar had regularly remitted the 
interest on both sums, and he handed in letters accompany- 
ing some of these remittances. In August last year Mrs. 
Mockett; became uneasy about the security, and instracted 
Mr, Vinall, solicitor to one of her brothers, to satisfy 
himself with respect to it. Repeated applications were 
made to Mr. Fullagar to produce the security for the £2,500 
a8 well as other documents relating to the estate. Many 
appointments were made, but very few were kept, and at 
length it became necessary to take proceedings in chancery 
against Mr. Fullagar to compel him to produce. The 
tesult was that he did deposit a number of documents, but 
did uot include the security in question. The de- 
posited documents were accompanied by an affidavit that 
they were all Mr. Fullagar was in possession of belonging 
to the estate. Every effort was made to ascertain from 
him what had become of the missing security, and the 
only explanation offered was that the money had been lost 
inspeculation. Since his apprehension Mr. Fullagar had 
again had notice served upon him to produce the security, 
but it had not been forthcoming. Mrs. Mary Mockett, 
widow, living at Arlington, gave evidence in support of the 
ing statement. Police-constable Norris, of the Kast 
Sussex Constabulary, stationed at Patcham, said he met 
the prisoner about six o'clock on Saturday morning, and 
told him to consider himself in custody. He ran away, 
but after a smart chase was overtaken, The case was ad- 
journed until Thuraday, and bail was refused, The prisoner 
Was again brought before the Lewes magistrates, on the 7th 
inst. “Mr, Isaac Vinall said he had seekes solicitor to Mrs. 
ett since the 21st of Ostober, he having a contingent 
at in the estate of the late William Martin, who 
bequeathed the sum in question. During August and 
ber he made several applications to Mr. Fullagar to 





produce the securities for the investment. Witness received: 
a letter from prisoner, dated the 20th of September, offering: 
to supply the particulars of the estate, the mode of invest- 
ment, and an opportunity to verify the documents in his 
possession. On the 1st of October, in consequence of that 

letter, witness waited on the prisoner to inspect the docu- 

ments, and Mr. Matthias Mockett, brother-in-law to 

prosecutrix, who was with him, also asked for the delivery 

of all papers in pursuance of a written authority signed by 

Mrs. Mockett. The prisoner refused to accede to this. 

Witness continued to urge him to produce the 

documents and end the matter. The prisoner defied 

him, and told him to leave his office. On the 

21st of October Mrs. Mockett called on him with 

another letter from the prisoner. In consequence of that 

witness accompanied her to the prisoner’s office, but he was 

not there. Proceedings were taken in Chancery to enforce 

delivery of the documents, and on the 2nd of November the 

prisoner consented to an order for the production of them in 

court. He failed, however, to deposit them, and notice of 

motion was given for attachment. Prior to this notice, on 

the 20th of November, the prisoner’ called and produced 

several documents, but there were no securities with them. 

Witness reminded the prisoner that the order required the 

delivery cf all the documents, and he replied that he had 

given up all he had. Witness then questioned him as 

to his reason for still withholding the securities, and 

after repeated inquiries he admitted that the money,. 
had never been invested, but appropriated to his own 

use and spent (or lost) in speculation. He added that: 
he knew Mrs. Mockett could have him locked up and 

his name removed from the rolls, but, as he had honour- 

ably paid her the interest out of his own pocket since 1872, 

he hoped she would look over it and allow him to con- 

tinue to pay her the interest during her life. He thea said 

he had been very cruelly used and driven into a corner. The 

bench committed the prisoner for trial, consenting to take 

bail, two securities of £1,000 each and the prisoner himself 
in £2,000. 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


August 18.—Mr. G. A. Bickerton, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., 
freehold property (see advertisement, this week, p. 3). 

August 18.—Mesers. DEBENHAM, TEWwson, & FARMER, at the 
aay at 2 p.m., freehold estate (see advertisement, July 26, 
p. 4. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 
Brriey.—Aug. 12, at Mitcham House, Mitcham, the wife of 
F. H. Birley, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 

GarrEtt—Hors.—Aug. 12, at Brighton, Joseph Payne 
Garrett, of 60, Doughty-street, Mecklenburgh-square, London, 
solicitor, to Eleanor Adelaide, daughter of the late Robert 
Wallis Hope. 

GRIBBLE—BENNETT.—Aug. 12, at St. Andrew’s, Plymouth, 
Henry Edward Gribble, of Wimbledon, and 38, Bedford-row, 
~ an daughter of John Nicholas Bennett, of 

ymouth. 

Hovston—Sgau.—Aug. 12, at St. Elizabeth’s, Richmond, 
Surrey, John Houston, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at- 
aw, to Emily Caroline, daughter of Mr. W. T. Seal, Grove- 
road, Richmond-bill. 

LAwRENCE—LyNDoN.—Aug. 7, at St. Paul’s, Avenue-road, 
London, Basil Edwin Lawrence, B.A., LL M., Trinity 
College, Cambridge, and Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to 
oar, daughter of the late George Lyndon, of Addlestone, 


urrey. 

PowgkLL—Sr. AvBYN.—Aug. 7, at St. George's, Hanover- 
square, James Powell, solicitor, to Amy Maud Mary, daugh- 
ter of John H. A. C. G. St. Aubyn, of 19, Dorset-street, 
Portman-square, London. 

DEATH. 

8, Gloucester-place, Hyde-park, W., 

er 


PritcHARD.—Aug. 8, at 
Thomas Sirrell Pritchard, barrister-at-law, Record 
Wenlock, aged 44. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
August 14, 1879, 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 

$ per Cent. Consols, 97; Annuities, April, "85, 9% 
Ditto for Account, Sep 1, + Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 97 

New 3 per Cept., 974 

Do. if perCent., Jan, 94 


Ditto, £500, Do, 27 pm. 
Ditto, £100 & £26C, 27 pm. 
Bank of England Stook, 267 


. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94 
= - r Ditte for Account. 


Annuities, Jan, "80 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
Ind. Stk., 5 per C., July, 80, 103}, Enf.Pr.5§ perCent., May, 81 
Ditto for Account, — 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. 788, 1053 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. 
2nd Enf.Pr., 5 per C.,Jan.’72 


April, 64 
Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug, "73 
Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct.27 pm. 


Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 





Railways. 


Paid. Closing Price. 





Bristol and Exeter | 
Caledonian 
Glasgow and South-Western .. | 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock | 
Great Northern ...... on } 
Do., A Stock® ..,....00-s0sc0008 F 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 
Great Western—Original ..eccorccrrsorssecseoes | 
(Lancashire and Yorkshire ......ssccsssssesreres 
London, Brighton, and South Coast........000 | 
London, Chatham, and Dover w.cossecerseres | 
} 
| 
| 
/ 
/ 
i 
| 











seeeneeceseseveneeres| 


London and North-Western ., 
London and South Western ...rcroscorssssenee 
ik Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ....+00+ 








_ Do., District 





North British 
tock |North Eastern 
North London 
North Staffordshire ........:00crccsserrscesesessceees 
South Devon 
South-Eastern 
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* A receives no dividend uati » per cent. bas been paid to B. 


The trustees for the re-construction of the Atlantic and 
Great Western Railroad Company announce the issue of 
their certificates for prior lien bonds to the amount of 
£500,000, or 2,500,000dols., bearing interest at six per cent. 
The price of issue is ninety per cent., payable by instal- 
ments, extending to January 15, 1880. The object of this 
issue is to enable the trustees to complete the foreclosure 
for which the decree has now been obtained, and it is esti- 
mated that the present issue will be sufficient for that pur- 


pose. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Aug. 8, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
De. 6 To Surrender in London. 
ays 


Ang 26 at 12 


Marshall, Green st, Grosvenor sq. Pet Aug 5, Murray. 


Jensen, Rudolph Julius, Ledbury rd, Westbourne pk, and Charles 
Edward Samuels, a rd, Brixton, Commission Agent, Pet July 


23. Pepys. Aug 19 at 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Ty 
Arbuthnot, Arthur, Woodford, Northampton. Pet Aug6. Faulkner. 


Northampton, Aug 23 at 11 


Hamilton, Ann, Warwick Bridge, Cumberland, Innkeeper, Pet Aug 6. 


Halton, Carlisle, Aug 19 at 11 


Hockley, Alfred, Bishop’s Stortford, Livery Stable Keeper. Pet Aug 2, 
12 


Spence. Hertford, Aug 23 at 


Lees, James, Manchester, Cotton Spinner. Pet July 28 (and not June 
as erroneously printed in the Gazette of the Ist inst), Lister. Man- 


chester, Aug 18 at 11 


Parkerson, Robert Henry, Upper Norwood, Dealer in Pianofortes. 


Pet Augl. Rowland. Croydon, Aug 22 at 2 
Sparkes, John, Waltham Abbey, Essex, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug 2. Pulley. Edmonton, Sept 9 at 11 


Pet 


Whitt, Charles Henry, New Radford, Nottingham, Commission Agent. 


vet Aug6. Patchett. Nottingham, Aug 26 at 11 


Wood, James, Longfleet, Dorset, Retired Coal Merchant, Pet Aug 6. 


Diekingon. Poole, Aug 23 at 11 ‘ 
TvueEspay, Aug. 12, 1879, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
fo Surrender in London. 
Anstruther, John Newdegate, Westbourne sq, of no occupation. 
Augil, Marray, Aug 26atl 


Pet 





—— 
Chadwick, Charles H Bridge st, Westminster, Land Agent, 
Aug7. Murray. Aug 26 at 12,30 4 me 
Flower, Walter Lewis (not Lewis Flower as previously advertined) 
Jermyn st, St James’, Jeweller. Mot Aug 1. Murray. Aug 9 
11.30 


1. 
Sawers, James, William Bong Anderson, avd John Blair, 
st, Merchants. Pet March 10. Pepys. Aug 22 at 11 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Cross, William Bowyer, Manningham, York, Solicitor. Pot Ang 
Robinson. Bradford, Aug 26 at 12 

Foster, Samuel, Lowesmoor, Worcester, Confectioner. Pet Ang | 
Beale. Worcester, Aug 25 at 12.30 

Harrison, Edward, Brownhill, Nursling Southampton, Dain 
Pet Aug 6. Daw, jun. Southampton, Aug 27 at 1 

Leach, Albert, Stockport, Baker. Pet Aug 6. Hyde. Stockport, § 
8 at 11 


Parry, Joseph, Toxteth pk, Liverpool, Glass Dealer. Pet Ang 
Beliringer. Liverpool, Aug 25 at 2.30 

Smith, John Francis, Yardley, Worcester, Nurseryman, Pot Aug 
Parry. Birmingham, Aug 20 at 2 

Wharton, James, Hulme, Manchester, Egg and Potato Dealer, p 
Aug8. Hulton. Salford, Aug 20 at il 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Tuxepay, Aug 12, 1879. 


Roberts, Joseph, and William Roberts, Everton, nr Liverpool, Oy 
Merchants, Aug 8 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Fripay, Aug. 8, 1879, 

Adney, Edward, Pitchford, nr Shrewsbury, Farmer. Aug 19at}2; 
the George Hotel, Shrewsbury. Nevill, Wellington 

Allen, Peter, Hungerford rd, Camden Town, Builder, Aug 25 atiy 
offices of Blackford and Co, College Hill, Cannon st 

Appleton, William Parker, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Ang 214j 
at officesof Singleton and Martinson, Exchange buildings, } 
alley lane, Kingstou-upon-Hull 3 

Ayad, Mohamed Ben, Torquay, Tobacconist. Aug 21 at 12 at Joriuj 
Hotel, Fleet st, Torquay, Lindop . 

Bailey, Ralph, Sunderland, Grocer. Aug 20 at 12 at offices off 
well and Marshall, John st, Sunderland 

Baindeky, Elias, Bishopsgate st, Merchant, Aug 22 at 3 at 18, 
friars. Philbrick and Corpe 

Barnes, John, Kingston-updn-Hull, Government Writer. Aug isa! 
at ottices of Cross, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Barratt, Alexander, Blackpool, Dealer in Fancy Goods, Aug 21 ati 
at the Shelley Arms Hote), Fishergate, Preston. Morgan, 


ool 
Badmead, Thomas, Hay, Brecon, Innkeeper, Aug 22 at 11 at offices] 
Griffiths, Broad st, Hay 
Benson, James William, Heckmondwike, York, Monumental 
Aug 22 at 3 at the George Hotel, Heckmondwike. Iveson 


Macaulay 
Bishop, John George, Sessions House Hotel, Clerkenwell, Licensil 


Victualler. Sept 4 at 12 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, 
royd and Co, Albion chambers, Moorgate 

Block, Andre, Great Saint Andrew st, Bloomsbury, Dealer in Works¢ 
Art. Aug 23 at 10 at 10, John st, Bedford row. Evans, Johns 

Bowser, Henry, King Henry’s rd, South Hampstead, out of b 
Aug 18 at 2 at offices of Morphett and Hanson, 15, King st, € 
side. Terry, King st, Cheapside 

Brown, John, Normanton, York, out of business, Aug 20 at ll 
offices of Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 

Burrows, Joseph, Sheffield, Architect. Aug 22 at 8 at offices of 
and Sons, Victoria chambers, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Butterworth, Frederick, Bleckiey, nr Manchester, Builder, Aug ## 
3 at offices of Heath and Sons, 41, Swan st, Manchester 

Chambers, Richard, Preston, Saddler. Aug 22 at 3 at office of 
horst, 9, Fox st, Preston 

Ciark, John, Damems, York, Coal Merchaut, Aug 19 at 2 at office# 
Clarkson, Keighley 

Clough, Thomas, Rochdale, Lancashire, Tinner. Aug 21 at 28 
offices of Brierley, Butts-avenue, Rochdale 

Coney, Edwin, Bournemouth, Builder. Aug 25 at 2 at officesof 
ridge and Sharp, 2, Westover-villas, Bournemouth 

Corin, Joseph, Swansea, Bookseller. Aug !8 at 2 at offices of Cult} 
and Wilkinson, 30, King William st. Brown and Oo, Swanses 

Couth, Eliza Mary, and Julianna Eliza Luscombe, Torquay, Poall 
Aug 23 at 11 at offices of Hamlyn, 36, Courtenay st, Newton Abba 

Deakin, Alfred, Sheffield, File Hardener, Sept 4 at 3 at office of 
Barker's Pool, Shettield ; 

Dumolo, John Thomas, Tamworth, Coal Merchant. Aug 26 af li 
Castle Hotel, Tamworth, Argyle and Sons, Tamworth 

Evans, William, Cwmbwrla, Glamorgan, Accountant. Aug 18 at Il 
offices of Thomas, York p!, swansea 

Fair, Wiiliam Burnham, Southwark bridge rd, Music Hall Pro 
Aug 18 at 3 at offices of Scott, Aidermanbury 

Field, George, Cleethorpes, Lincoln, Clerk. Aug 15 at 11 at of 
Grange and Wintringhum, 8t Mary’s chambers, West St Mary's 
Great Grimsby 

Fox, James, Castleford, York, Grocer. Aug 22 at 11 at Carr’s Rai 
Hotel, Castieford Phillips, Castleford 

Frankish and desp, Scarborough, Auctioneers. Aug 22 at 12 at 
Westborough, Scarborough. Anderson, York 

Freemantle, William, Church End, Finchley, Licensed Victualler. 
22 at 4 at offices of Yorke and Brewer, Conduit st, Bond st 

a James William, Harcourt terrace, West Brompton 
William Lorrain Hill, Great Northern Hotel, King’s re : 
at Penang. Aug 26 at 2 at offices of Turquand and Co, Colemsa® 
Ciarke and Co, Gresham house : 

Glasher, Julius, Keppel st, Chelsea, Baker’s Foreman, Aug 21 att 
Cooper, Chancery lane 

Gray, Wyndham, New Wellington terrace, Wandsworth rd, Da 
Aug 26 at 3 at offices of Morton Ody, Camberwell green 
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Greaves, John Carter, Little Somersal, near Leeds, Grocer. Aug 22 at 
11 at King’s Arms Hotel, Dewsbury. Stapleton, Dewsbury 
Hallas, Joseph, Kingston-vpon-Hull, General Dealer. Aug 28 at 11 
at offices ot Sykes and Son, Market st, Haddersfield 
Hardcastle, Wiliam, Warner st, Clerkenwell, Shop Fitter, Aug 19 at 
3 at offices of Ricketts, Frederick st, Gray’s inn rd 
Harvey, Edward, Bond court, Waltrook, Wine Merchant. Aug 14 at 
11 at offices of Pullen, Harp Jane, Great Tower st 
Hearn, William, Stroud green rd, Jeweller. Ang 23 at 11 at offices of 
Harrison, Bermondsey st, Southwark 
gins, Thomas. Liverpool, Broker. Aug 21 at 2 at offices of Tyrer 
and Co, North John st, Liverpool 
Horsman, Stephen, Leeds, Grocer. Aug 22 at 2 at offices of Simpson 
and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
Houghton, James, Macclesfield, Picture Framer. Aug 22 at Sat 11, 
Brazennose chambers, Bra st, Manchester. Simpson, Man- 





ester 
sand, James Wallis, Jacob st, Bermondsey, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug 15 at 2 at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall 
st. Bilton, Renfrew rd, Lambeth 
Hoffadine, Joseph, Albrighton, Salop, Grocer. Aug 22 at 11 at offices 
of Leake, High st, Shifnal 
Humphrey, Thomas, Middlesborough, Butcher. Aug 16 at11 at offices 
of Teale, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Jones, David Lewis, Glynneath, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler, Aug 
46 at 12 at Dyffryn chambers, Neath. Kempthorne and Son 
Kirkbride. Isaac, Whitehaven, Joiner. Aug 25 at 3 at offices of 
McKelvie, Sandhills lane, Whitehaven 
Kramm, John, Torquay, Watchmaker, Aug 25 at 12 at Jordan’s Hotel, 
Fleet st, Torquay. Lindop 
lambert, Edwin Alfred, Cradley, Worcester, Grocer. Aug 16 at 10 at 
offices of Prescott, Foster st, Stourbridge 
lambert, James, Brondesbury terrace, Kilburr, Oil and Italian Ware- 
honseman. Aug 22 at llat the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn, Cot- 
ton, St Mariin’s le Grand 
Leech, Thomas, Leeds, Writing Master. Aug 21 at 3 at offices of 
Pickering, South parade, Leeds 
leighton, Thomas, William Edward Leighton, and Francis Henry 
Leightcn, Birmingham, Watch Material Manufacturers. Aug 20 at 3 
at the Midlend Hotel, New st, Birmingham. Fowke, Birmingham 
lewis, John Stuart, Barrow-in-Furness, Grocer. Aug 22 at 11 at the 
Imperial Hotel, Cornwallis st, Barrow-in-Furness, Nalder and 
Jones, Barrow-in-Farness 
Lord, James, Walsall, Stafford, Maltster. Aug 25 at 11 at offices of 
Duignan and Co, the Bridge, Walsall 
Lumley, John, Cooper’s rd, Old Kent rd, Wholesale Jeweller. Sept 2 
at 2at the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson place, New st, Birmingham. 
Goldberg and Langdon, West st, Finsbury circus, London 
Maggs, Joseph Thomas, Bristol, Machinist. Aug 16 at 11 at offices of 
Meeres, Nicholas st, Bristol 
McConville, Michael, Stockport, Coach Builder. Aug 26 at 11 at offices 
of Vaughan, Little Underbank, Stockport 
McDoneld, John, Fourercsses, Festiniog, Merioneth, Tailor, Aug 20 
at lat the Queen’s Hotel, Fourcrosses. Ellis, Fourcrosses 
McLean, John, Northampton, Draper. Aug 15 at 11 at offices of 
Jeflery, Market sq, Northampton 
Melbuish, Joshua, Newtown, Bristol, out of business. Aug 11 at 11 at 
offices of Meeres, Nicholas st, Bristol 
Mills, Frederick, Manchester, Oil Manufacturer. Aug 21 at 3 at office 
of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 
Moody, Samzel, Charlton Musgrove, Somerset, Baker. Aug 20 at 11 
at offices of Cooper, South st, Wincanton 
Moore, Charles Pike, North Bradley, Wilts, Farmer. Aug 22 at 12 at 
offices of Rodway and Co, Union st, Trowbridge 
Nicholson, John, Kilham, Labourer. Aug 21 at 1 at offices of Turner, 
Exchange st, Driffield 
Nicholson, John, sen, Alfred Nicholson, and Jchn Nicholson, jun, Brad- 
os nae ge Aug 22 at 11 at offices of Gardiner and Jeffery, Bond 
Ostle, Henry, Witton Park, Durham, Druggist. Aug 20 at 3 at offices 
of Proud, Market place, Bishop Auckland 
Paget, John Thomas, Reading, of no occupation. Aug 25 at3at Inns 
of Court Hotel, Holborn, London. Creed, Reading 
Pane, Henry, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Aug 2l at 12 at offices 
of Jelf, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Parton, William Charles, Bury, Grocer, Aug 20 at 3 at cffices of 
Haslam, Market st, Bury 
Pearson, Thomas, Ulverston. Lancaster, Farmer. Aug 27 at 12 at 
County Hotel, Ulverston. Thompson, Kendal 
Pengilley, John Wearing, and William Pool, Queen Victoria st, Seeds- 
men. Aug 25 at 3 at 8, Fleet st. Levy, Surrey st, Strand 
Thomas, High st, Marylebone, Forage Contractor. Aug 21 at 
2a Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Scarlett, King st, Cheapside 
Pye, William, Barnsley, York, Manager. Aug 20 at 3 at offices of 
Alderson, Eldon st, Barnsley 
Thomas, Bournbrook, Worcester, out of business, Aug 18 
at 11 at offices of East, Temple st, Birmingham 
Reed, Mark Wilson, Eccles, Lancashire, Journeyman Butcher. Aug 19 
a 3 at offices of:Hill, Saint Ann’s sq, Manchester 
John Mar, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Insurance Agent. Aug 2] at 3 
at offices of Legge and Denison, Mosiey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Richardson, Charles, Chorlton, Cheshire, Farmer. Aug 15 at 2 at 
of Warburton, Mill st, Crewe 
William, Stockton-on-Tees, Eating-house Keeper. Aug 16 at 
Wat offices of Teale, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Anne, Ruthin, Denbigh, Innkeeper. Aug 21 at 2at Grosvenor 
Chester. Davies, Denbigh 
Henry, Birstal, York, Joiner. Aug 22 at 10.30 at offices of 
Ridgway and Ridgway, Wellington st, Batiey 
Roberts, Carnarvon, Builder. Aug 21 at 12 at offices of Allan- 
Son, Bron Leiont, Carnarvon 
John, Grassmore, Derby, Collier, Aug 18 at3 at offices of Cutts, 
Market Hall chambers, Chesterfield 
Beaman, West Hartlepool, Grocer. es 22 at 11 at offices of 
Atheneum chambers, West Hartlepoo 
finer, James Holder, Storey’s gate, Westminster, Civil Engineer. 
Aug 18 at 12 at offices of Smith and Co, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
» John, Darnall, York, Grocer. Aug 21 at 3 at offices of Camm 
4nd Corbidge, Norfolk st, Sheffield. Greaves 





Sidda}l, Paul, West Gorton, Lancaster, Beer Dealer, Aug 21 at 3 at 
the Falstaff Hotel, Market pl, Manchester, Harris, Manchester 
Simms, William Wright, Bedford, Butcher. Aug 19 at 3 at the George 
Hotel, Bedford. Conquest and Clare, Bedford 
Sloan, Anne, Brighton, Fancy Draper. Aug 18 at 3 at offices of May- 
nard, North st, Brighton 
Smith, William, Blackwood, Monmouth, Stationer. Aug 25 at1l at 
offices of Shepard, Queen st, Tredegar 
Smith, William, High st, Borough, Hatter. Aug 19 at 2 at offices o 
Ashdown, Gresham st. Lane, Gresham st 
Stanton, Harriet, Newport Pagnell, Buckingham, Baker, Aug 27. at 
at offices of Bull, Union st, Newport Pagne!l 
Stuart, Charies, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Mechanical Engineer, Au g 
25 at 2 at offices of Matthews, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Sykes, William, Leeds, Waste Dealer. Aug 2i at 2 at offices of Simp- 
son and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
Taylor, George, Tyldesley, Lancashire, Collier, Aug 21 at 3 at offices 
of Ramwell and Co, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Thurston, Frederick, Stonehcuse, Gloucester, Farmer. Ang 18 at1 at 
offices of Edmonds, Newent 
Thorston, Henry, Newland, Worcester, Farmer. Aug 18 at 2 at offices 
of E¢monds, Newent 
Tibbets, Thomas, South st, Pentonville, Printer. Aug 18 at 4 at offices 
of Marshall, Chancery lane 
Todd, Chariton, Sawhmire, nr Great Orton, Cumberland, Farmer. 
Aug 18 at 12 at offices of Johnson, Scotch st, Carlisle 
Toll, John, Chapel rd, Stamford Hill, Builder. Aug 25 at 2 at offices 
Parkes, Sise lane, Queen Victoria st 
Twine, John, Charlotte st, Fitzroy sq, Caterer. Aug 26 at2at offices 
of Marshall and Clark, Portngal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Vearnc ombe, George, sen, Willett Ford, Somerset, Blacksmith, Aug 
21 at 12 at offices ot Taunton, High st, Taunton 
Walker, John, Sheffield, Boot Dea'er. Aug 22 at 12 at offices of Clecg 
and Sons, Victoria chambers, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Walker, Ralph, Ccckfield, Durham, Grocer. Aug 22 at 11 at offices of 
Maw, jun, High Bondgate, Bishop Auckland 
Warburton, Thomas, Stockport, Cheshire. Aug 20 at 3 at offices of 
Brown and Ainsworth, St Peter’s gate, Stockport 
Wheeler, Edward, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Nail Maker, Aug 23 at1l 
at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Will mott, Samuel, Wansey st, Walworth rd, Farmer. Aug 15 at 10 at 
the Falcon Tavern, Fetter lane 
Wilson, Henry, Manchester, Chemist. Aug 25 at3 at offices of Farrar 
and Hall, Fountain st, Manchester 
Wilson, William, Waterfoot, near Manchester, Ironmonger: Aug 22 at 
12 at offices of Okell, King st, Manchester. Ash worth, Waterfoot 
Tvgspay, Ang. 12, 1879. 
Akers, Arthur, Birmingham, Tailor, Aug 21 at 3 at offices of Parry 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Andrews, David George, East Moulsey, Surrey, Builder. Aug 25 at1 
at offices of Rose, Salisbury st, Strand 
Ashton, Joseph Chapel, Old Swindon, Wilts, Beerhouse Keeper, Aug 
25 at 11 at offices of Boodle, Albion buildings, New Swindon 
Attwell, Walter, and Robert Savage, Chiswell st, Hat Manufacturers 
Aug 26 at 12 at offices of Royle, Moorgate st 
Bagsh aw, William Stanford, Uttoxeter, Stafford, Coal Merchant, Aug 
26 at 12.30 at offices of Cooper and Chawner, Uttoxeter 
Baker, Charles Henry, Hanwell, Market Gardener. Aug 21 at 12 at 
Ashley’s Hotel, Henrietta st, Covent garden. Button and Co, 
Henrietta st 
Bale, James, Kidderminster, Builder. Aug 25 at 3 at offices of Roden 
and Dawes, Bank bui'dings, Kidderminster 
Barker, Theophilus, Newbridge-on-Wye, Radnor, Innkeeper. Aug 22 
at 3.30 at the Lion Hotel, Rhayader. Williams and Co, Newtown 
Barratt, Theophilus, Birmingham, Draper. Aug 25 at 3 at offices of 
Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Belwood, Henry, and William Belwood (and not Helwood, as erroneously 
printed in the Gazette of Ist inst), Hawford, Worcester, Coal Dealers. 
Aug 18 at 12 at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, the Cross, Wor- 


Birtwell, Joseph, Bristol, Iron Merchant. Aug 20 at 2 at offices o 
Benson and Carpsnter, Bank chambers, Corn st, Bristol 
Bi akeney, Charles, Wakefield, Boot and Shoe Maker. Aug 23 at 12 at 
the Foresters’ Room, Crown ct, Wakefield. Mander and Son, Wake- 
field 


Booth, David Wilkinson. Keighley, York, Butcher. Aug 26 at 2 at 
offices of Wright and Waterworth, Devonshire buildings, Keighley 
Bouchier, Thomas, Leeds, Draper. Aug 22 at 2.30 at offices of Daiton, 
Albion st, Leeds 
Briggs, Joseph, Castleford, York, Grocer. Aug 22 at 3 at Commercial 
Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Kaberry, Ropergate, Pontefract 
Brocksom, Henry, Barton-on-Humber, Lincoln, Butcher, Ang 27 at 
BM at George Inn, Barton-on-Humber. Priestley, Barton-on- 
umber 
Burch, James, Boulge, Suffolk, Farmer. Aug 28 at 4 at offices of 
Moulton, New st, Woodbridge. Welton, Woodbridge 
Burnell, Thomas, Cardiff, Wire Worker. Sept 1 at 3 at cflices of Jones, 
St Mary et, Cardiff 
Bushby, Charles, Upper Lancing, Sussex, Farmer. Aug 25 at 3 at 
Brunswick terrace, Chapel 1d, Worthing. Verrall, Worthing — 
Busbnell, Henry Gains, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, out of business. 
Aug 26 at 12 at offices of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birming- 


ham 
Calam inus, Augustus Christian Franz, Cardiff, Merchant. Aug 28 at 
12 at office of Tribe and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Downing and 
Price, Cardiff 
Careless, George, Wolverhampton, Lock Manufacturer. Aug 28 at 3 at 
offices of Wilcock, Queen’s chambers, North st, Wo:verhampton 
Carrier, Thomas, Wolverhampton, Hosier. Aug 29 at 3 at offices of Brett 
and Craven, Kennedy st, Manchester 
Carrington, Robert, Denmark hill, Baker. Aug 26 at 12 at offices of 
Chamberlain, Finsbury sq _ 
Clarke, William Henry, Nottingham, Wine Merchant. Aug 26 at 3 at 
offices of Belk. Middie pavement, Nottingham 
Cooper, Jchn, Yeadon, York, Boot Manufacturer. Aug 26 at 2at the 
Creditors’ Association, Parkineon’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 
Coupe, Abraham, Rochdale, Draper. Avg 26 at 3 at the Rooms of the 
Home Trade Asscciation, York st, Manchester. Atkinson, Man- 
chester 
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Curzon, William, South Zeal, Devon, Machinist, Aug 25at10 at the 
Oxenham Arms Inn, South Zeal. Mogridge, Moretonhampstead 

Davies, David pp ee Cwmgrach, Glynneath, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
Aug 25 at 11 at offices of Davies, Alma place, Neath 

Davies, James, Ledbury, Hereford, Quarryman. Aug 25 at 11 at offices 
of Piper, Court house, Ledbury 

Davis, Charles Frederick, Upper Baker st, Upholsterer. Sspt 4 at 2.30 
at the Law Society, Chancery lane. Mead and Son, Jermyn st, St 
James’s 

Drewett, Harry Malcolm, and William Barber, Brighton, Wholesale 
Tea Dealers. Aug 29 at 2 at offices of Edmonds and Co, Cheapside. 
Nye, Brighton 

Dunkin, Alfred, Camborne, Cornwall, Ironmonger. Aug 25 at 2.30 at 
offices of Daniell, Chapel st, Camborne 

Edgiey, Arthur Smith, Ladbroke Grove rd, Notting Hill, Tobacco- 
nist, Aug 28 at | at offices ot Hoppe and Boy!e, Gracechtrch st 

Edwards, Henry, Barcombe, Sussex, Wheelwright. Aug 29 at 3 at 
the Bear Hotel, Lewes. Langham, Uckfield 3 

Ellis, Thomas, and Morgan Edwards, Barmouth, Merioneth, Masons. 

Aug 27 at 8 at the Townhall, Aberystwith. Davies, Dolgelley 

tien. Wiiliam, Leyton, Essex, Grocer, Aug 21 at 10.15 at Masons’ 

Hall Tavern, Masons’-avenue, Basinghall st. Gregory, Moorgate st 

Fellows, Elias, Sedgley, Stafford, Grocer. Sept 1 at 11 at offices of 
Whitehouse, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Field, Thoms Meagher, Wilson st, Finsbury, Engineer. Aug 25 at ll 
at offices of Yorke and Brewer, Conduit st, Bond st 

Foulkes, James, and William Horatio Foulkes. Hulme, Manchester, 
Machine Joiners. Aug 30 at 3 at York Hotel, York st, Manchester 

Fowler, John Grainger, Yeadon, York, Grocer. Aug 23 at 11.30 at 
offices of Bateson and Hutchinson, Harrogate 

Gibson, William, Birmingham, Crate Maker. Aug 22 at 11 at offices 
of Rowlands, Corporation chambers, Ann st, Birmingham 

Giddings, Stephen, Urchfont, Wilts, Farmer, Aug 25 at 3 at Castle 
Hotel, Devizes. Meek and Jackson, Devizes 

Goff, Joseph, Weedon Beck, Northampton, Butcher. Aug 19 at 3 at 
offices of Roche, Saint Giles st, Northampton 

Gothard, Francis William, Norton, York, Boot Maker. Aug 25 at 11 
at Strafford Arms Hotel, Market pl, Wakefield. Sykes and Son 

Grant, Susan, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper. Aug 26 at 11 at offices 
of Keenlyside and Co, Saint John’s chambers, Grainger st West, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Green, Joseph, Highter Urmston, nr Manchester, Mason. Aug 29 at 
3 at offices of Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Green, Stephen, Blackburn, Drysalter. Aug 26 at 11 at offices ot 
Ainsworth and Son, Exchange st, Blackburn 

Groves, Frederic, Newport, Isie of Wight, Miller. Aug 28 at 2 at 
Werburton’s Hotel, Newport. Pittis 

Grunwell, John Mitchell, Derby, Organ Manufacturer. Sept 2 at 3 at 
Bell Hote), Sadler gate, Derby. Hextall, Derby 

Guest, Georgianna, Clifton, Bristol, Schoolmistress. Aug 25 at 12 at 
the offices of Hare, Exchange, Bristol. Daniel and Cox, Bristol 

Hallworth, Peter, Waters Green, Macclesfield, Tobacconist. Aug 27 at 
8 at offices of May, Church Side, Macclesfield 

Hannay, Margaret Gillfillan, Liverpool, Dealer in Baby Linen. Aug 25 
at 12 at offices of Carruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Harrison, Edward, Preston, Builder, Aug 25 at 3 at offices of Forshaw 
and Parker, Cannon st, Pres‘on 

Hartley, John, Burnley, Draper. Aug 22 at 3at Exchange Hotel, 
Nicbolas st, Burnley. Sutcliffe, Burnley 

Hartnel!, James, Taunton, Builder. Aug 25 at 11 at offices of Trench- 
ard and Co, Hanmet st, Taunton 

Hay, Richard Francis, Overstone rd, Hammersmith, Surgeon. Aug 27 
oo 10.30 at Cups Hotel, Lyme Regis. Philbrick and Corpe, Austin- 
riars 

Hazlewood, Edward, Coventry, Baker. Aug 23 at 11 at offices of 
Hughes and Masser, Little Park st, Coventry 

Heap, Walter, Ashton-under-Lyne, out of business. Aug 25 at 3 at 
oftices of Coates, Old st, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Hibbard, George, Clowne, Derby, Joiner. Sept 2 at 4 at offices of 
Binney and Co, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 

Higgins, John, West Gorton, nr Manchester, Foreman. Aug 26 at 3 
at offices of Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Hulme, Andrew Allan, Mobberley, Chester, out of business. Aug 25 
at 11 at the Buil’s Head Hotel, Congleton. Cooper, Congleton 

Jones, Goronwy Owain, Barwouth, Merionetb, Commercial Traveller, 
Aug 27 at 4 at the Town hall, Aberystwith, Davies, Dolgelley 

Jones, Henry Vaughan, Mold, Flint, Draper. Aug 26 at 2 at offices of 
Cartwright, Pepper st, Chester 

Jones, William, Abergele, Denbigh, Shoemaker. Aug 22 at 11 at the 
Albion Inn, Chester. Davies, Well st, Holywell 

Kay, William, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Aug 25 at 3 at the 
Crown and Thistle Hotel. Sims, Manchester 

Kellett, Richard, Windermere, Westmorland, Grocer. Aug 25 at1 at 
offices of Dobson, Finkle st, Kendul 

Kember, William Henry, Camden rd, Camden Town, Watchmaker, 
Aug 19 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

King, Henry, Alphington, Devon, Baker. Aug 26 at 12 at offices of 
Toby, Castle st, Exeter 

Lister, John Henry, Leeds, Cap Manufacturer. Aug 22 at 3 at offices 
of Lodge, Park row, Leeds 

Long, Walter James, Smith st, Chelsea, Oil and Colourman, Aug 21 at 
2 at offices of Thornton, Finsbury place south 

Margetson, Edward Henry, Clevedon, Somerset, out of business. Aug 
26 at 2 at offices of Piummer and Parry, Bristol chambers, Nicholas 


Brist 
Marks, Samuel Edward, Birmingham, Wholesale Clothier. Aug 25 at 
* whee of eS ee row, Birmingham 
arshall, James, West Bromwich, Builder. Aug 27 at 11 at offi 
Bache, Charehill house, West Bromwich , ined 
McCarthy, Daniel, Canal rd, Kingsland rd, Marble Mason. Sept 1 at 2 
= none hg Chatterley, Queen st, Cheapside. Barber, Old Jewry, 
Meredith, Ann, Liandudno, Carnarvon, Grocer. Aug 27 at 12 at the 
jaw Soumaten Rooms, Harrington st, Liverpool, Chamberlain, 
Michell, Herbert William Cresswell, and James Hunter Rodwell, Not- 
tingham, Brewers. Aug 25 at 12 at George the Fourth Hotel, George 
st, Nottingham, Maples and McCraith, Nottingham 








Morris, Charles Frederick, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, Outfitter, dy 
23 at 11 at the Law Institution, Chancery lane, London, § 






and Ewen, Luton 
Murray, James, Hodson, Wilts, Builder, Aug 
Kinneir and Tombs, High st, Swindon 
Parkin, Joseph, Middiesborough, Newsagent. Aug 26 at 11 atop 
of Robson, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough 
Parry, David Jones, Leeds, Slate Merchant. Aug 27 at 3 at Offices 
Aug 28 at 3 at the Bell Hotel, g 





23 at 11 at officg 







Booth and Co, East parade, Leeds 
Peat, Alfred, Derby, Plumber. 

gate, Derby. Hextall, Derby 
Plaw, John Henry, Liverpool, Insurance Agent. Aug 27 at 3 at thy 

Clarendon Rooms, South John st, Liverpool. Seaman, Liverpoo} 








Poulter, John, Paddock, nr Huddersfield, Coal Agent. Aug 27 a: 3 J 
offices of Drake, Imperial arcads, Huddersfield 
Pycroft, Henry Percy, Framfield, Sussex, Saddler. Aug 22 at 3 aty, 






Bear Hotel, Lewes. Langham, Uckfield 

Randoll, Juhn Selfe, Monxton, Hants, Brewer. Aug 23 at 11 aty 
White Hart Hotel, Andover. Nodder, Salisbury 

Ransom, Louisa Sarah, Great Braxted, Essex, Miller. 
oftices of Jones, Townhall chambers, Colchester 

Raymond, Charles Henry, Wallwood st, Burdett rd, Engineer, 4 
28 at 3 at the Silver Tavern, Burdett rd. Digby and Liddle, (ip, 
place, Finsbury circus 

Redgrove, Thomas Raynsford, Croydon, Surrey, Agricultural Mery 
Avg 26 at 1 at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Py) 

Reynolds, David, Penygraig, Glamorgan, Boot Make-. Aug 21 
at 2ffices of Rosser, High st, Pontypridd 

Ritson, Jane, Bilston, Stay Maker. Aug 26 at 11 at offices of Wil) 
Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Robinson, Jemes, Derby, Basket Manufacturer. 
Bell Hotel, Sadler gate, Derby. Hextall, Derby 

Rogers, Pearce, Penryn, Cornwall, Carpenter. Aug 26 at 3 at officay 
Jenkins, Post Office buildings, Falmouth 

Rothery, Robert, Hightown, Liversedge, York, Manufacturing Chen 
Aug 26 at 11 at offices of Curry, Cleckheaton 

Sanders, Charles, Birmingham, Gold Locket Maker. Sept 2 at 3¢ 
offices ot Tyndall and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Saul, John, Shrubland rd, Dalston, out of business. Aug 27 at 2% 
offices of Tatham and Son, Queen Victoria st 

Scott, Benjamin, Sheffield, Wholesa’e Grocer. Aug 27 at 3 at offles 
Burdekin and Co, Norfolk st, Sheffield 

Scruton, Peter Dickinson, Long Bennington, Lincoln, Chemist. 
25 at 3 at the Re Lion Hotel, High st, Grantham. Thomas, Bostn 

Searle, George, S:lmon lane, Limehouse, Buot Manufacturer. Aug! 
at 8 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane. 

Sellers, Robert, Schole*, York, Woollen Yarn Spinner. Aug 927 atl 

at oftices of Lancaster and Wright, Manor row, Bradford 

Aug 23 at 2,30 a ¢ 







Aug 27 at 34) 
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Sellick, Hermon, Ayle-beare, Devon, Labourer. 
Railway Hotel, Sidmouth Janction, Feni:on 
Shaw, Jonathan, Golcar, near Huddersfield, Architect. Ang 25 atia 
offices of Ramsden and Sykes, Joha William st, Huddersfield 

Slater, James, Castleton, Lancashire, Coal Merchant. Aug 22at3u 
offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Slater, Terence, Salford, Lanca-hire, Engineer. Aug 29 at 3 at offi 
of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester 

Smale, John, Newbury, Berks, Fellmonger. Aug 23 at 11 at Quel 
Hotel, Newbury. Lucas, Newb 

Smith, George Richard, Kidderminster, Drysalter. aug 25 at 3.8 
offices of Miller Corbet and Co, Church st, Kiddermiaster 

Smith, John ‘Thomas, Dalston lace, Licensed Victualler. Aug 21st 
at offices of Brown and Sons, Finsbury pl 

Smith, Samuel, Bristol, out vf business, Aug 25 at 12 at offices 
Moseley, Olare st, Bristol 

Smith, Sophie, Manchester, Milliner, Aug 28 at 11 at office d 
Woolley, South King st, Manchester 

Street, Atkin Smith, Heaton Norris, Joiner. Aug 25 at 11 at 
and Thistle Hotel, Cathedral yard, Manchester. Sime, Manchent 

Taylor, Henry Paul, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Greengrocer. Aug 22 at!) 
at York Hotel, Ryde. Joyce 

Thomas, James, Longsight, nr Manchester, Joiner. Aug 20at3 
offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Towndrow, William Oswin, Derby, Saddler. Sept 3 at 3 at Bell 
Sadler gate, Derby. Hextall, Derby 

Townsend, John, Cheltenham, China Dealer. Aug 25 at 11 at offices 
Heath, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Underwood, Thomas, Blaenavon, Monmouth, Ironmonger, Augild 
12 at offices of Dauncey, Albion chambers, Newport 

Vincent, Frederick, Fined n, Northampton, Carpenter. Aug 25at! 
at offices of Pearse and Co, Wellingborough 

Wadsworth, William, Oldham, Veterinary Surgeon, Aug 26 at3 
offices of Ritson and Grundy, Princess st, Manchester 

Weeks, Joseph, Edmondstown, Glamorgan, Shopkeeper. Aug 26 atl 
at offices of Hollier and Williams. St Mary st, Oaraift 

Whittle, Robert, Little Bolion, Lancaster, Debt Collector. Aug 21# 
11 at cffices of Brown and Uinnell, Townhall square, Bolton 

Wilkins, James, Bristol, Builder. Aug 22 at 12 at office of Essery, 
Guildhal|, Broad st, Bristol 

Williams, Henry, Burnley, Joiner. Aug 20 at 3 at offices of Arti 
and Artindale, Hargreaves st, Burnley 

Williams, John, Brynamman, Carmarthen, Grocer. Aug 23 at 
at offices of Jellicoe, Prospect pl, Swansea 

Winterhalder, Alois, Devonshire terrace, Notting-hill-gate, We 
maker. Aug 28 at 11 at offices of Myer, New Bridge st, 


1 

Witham, Wiliam Wright, and John Quarmby, Chapel-en-le-Frit 
Cotton and Merino Spinners. Aug 22 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedt 
Gates, Manchester. Whitehead, stalybridge 

Wood, Walter, Midd!eham, York, Trainer. Aug 25 at 3 at Three Tu 
Hotel, Thirsk. Lodge, Wakefiéld - 

Woodley, George, Great Dunmow, Essex, Grocer’s Assistant. Aw a 
at 1 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Wright, John, Nantwich, Cheshire, Boot Manufacturer. Sept 1 at2# 
the Roy 1 Hotel, Crewe. Martin, Nantwich : 

Wright, William, Wigar, Grocer. Aug 27 at 3 at offices of Mom) 
King st, Wigan. Barlow, Wigin 

Zealley, Amos, Ashcott, Somerset, Saddler, Aug 25 at 12 at offices of 
Chapman, High st, Bridgewater 
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